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Proposed Requirement of Deposit from all 
Incorporated Companies. 

THE PROVISIONS of section 3 of the Life Assurance Com- 
panies Act, 1870, by which every company commencing the 
business of life assurance within the United Kingdom is required, 
before it can obtain a certificate of incorporation, to pay into the 
Chancery Division of the High Court the sum of £20,000—to 
be invested in one of the securities usually accepted by the High 
Court for the investment of funds placed from time to time 
under its administration—has probably led to the suggestion, which 
has been recently made, that in view of the great multiplication 
of joint stcck companies and the losses sustained by their 
creditors, a similar requirement should be made in the case of 
all incorporated companies. The suggestion is startling, and 
will, no doubt, be pronounced by promoters to be impracticable. 
At the same time, cases of hardship continually occur where 
debenture-holders have allowed a company to trade on credit 
and have applied for a receiver only when the trade creditors 
were seeking to enforce their rights ; and there are rumours of a 
further inquiry into the working of the Companies Acts. The 
chapter of legislation on this subject may yossibly not be closed 
by the Act of 1908. 

The Copyright Bill. 


Ir APPEARS that the Copyright Biil is not making favourable 
progress in the Grand Committee of the House of Commons, 


| and according to the writer of the “ Political Notes” in the 


Times, there are sections of the Committee who are fighting for 
particular interests rather than adopting the judicial attitude 
which is to be looked for when such a measure is under 
There are clearly two considerations which are of 
special importance and which should weigh heavily in favour 
of the general design of the Bill; one is the enormous simpli- 
fication which it will introduce into the law of copyright, and 
the other is the desirability of making the British law of copy- 
right uniform with the revised Berne Convention. There is the 
third point that a liberal measure of protection must be allowed 
for authors, but, subject to their just claims being recognized, 
it is more important to secure uniformity as between nations 
than to insist on any particular pericd of protection. As a 
matter of fact, the Berne Ccnvention is specially favourable to 
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iuthors, but we are not aware that the public are likely to | 


suffer if the fifty years’ limit is adopted. No copyright 

will interfere with the reproduction of the best literature in the 

English language, and recent years have not been so fertile—we 

fear quite the reverse—that a lengthy period of protection will | 
exclude the cheap reprinting of anything tbat is of real import- 
ance. This, perhaps, is a matter of individual opinion ; but it 
will be generally admitted that a great measure such as the 
Copyright Bill cannot be adequately dealt with if the politicians 
who have it in hand allow themselves to be swayed by small and 
selfish interests. Copyright there must be; a generous period 
of protection there must be; beyond this the exact limits and 
mode of protection are matters to be decided by general con 

venience, and in this international uniformity is the chief 
element. 


The Reconstitution of the Lunacy Commission. 


WE NOTICED some months ago (ante, p. 86) the statement in 
the Times that the Lord Chancellor bad made an order amal- 
gamating the judicial offices of the Masters in Lunacy and the 
offices of the Lunacy Commissioners; but in fact it appears 
to have been considered doubtful whether section 337 of 
the Lunacy Act, 1890, under which the order would have been 
made, really authorized the proposed changes,,and we gather that 
the order was never issued. Instead of proceeding under the 
section, and incurring the risk of doubt as to the validity of the 
order, the Lord Chancellor has decided to make the scheme of 
amalgamation under the direct authority of Parliament, and he 
bas introduced a Bill for that purpose in the House of Lords. 
The present staff in lunacy consists of two masters, three Chancery 
visitors, and eleven commissioners, of whom five are honorary 
and six are paid. Of the paid commissioners three are 
medical and three are legal. The necessity of increasing 
the number of the commissioners (and particularly of the 
medical commissioners) has become pressing. ‘The numbers 
remain the same as in 1845, while the lunatics under the care 
of the commissioners have increased from 25,000 to 125,000, 
In three successive years orders have had to be made 
diminishing the visits which each commissioner had to make 
because the number was insufficient, and it is now proposed that 
two additional paid medical commissioners shall be appointed by 
the Lord Chancellor. The scheme of amalgamation is contained 
in the first schedule of the Bill, ard clause 1 of the Bill gives 
effect to it. The distinction between masters, visitors, and com- 
missioners is to be abolished, and the Lunacy Commission will 
consist of eighteen commissioners, namely, thirteen paid com 
missioners—of whom seven will be medical practitioners, and six 
will be barristers—and five unpaid commissioners. The first 
commissioners will be the existing masters, visitors, and com- 
missioners, and the two new paid commissioners. One of 
the commissioners, to be appointed by the Lord Chancellor 
will be chairman of the commission, and will receive £2,000 
a year; the other commissioners will receive £1,500. When 
the existing masters cease to hold office their duties will te 
performed by one of the legal commissioners to be appointed 
by the Lord Chancellor, with the assistance of such other 
legal commissioners as the Lord Chancellor shall approve. 
The scheme makes women eligible for appointment as unpaid 
commissioners. Clause 2 of the Bill transfers to the High Court 
the powers of the Judge in Lunacy to make vesting orders. 


Negligence in Respect of Open Gates, 


THE UNCERTAINTY as to the standard of care imposed upon 
owners of property which has resulted from recent decisions of 
the House of Lords, already pointed out in these columns, is 
well illustrated by the recent case of Zilis v. Banyard (ante, 
p. 500). The plaintiff was a domestic servant who was cycling 
along an Essex highway about 10.30 p.m. on an August 
evening. Adjoining the highway was a field belonging to the 
defendant, and in that field his cows were kept. The gate of the 
field happened to be open as the plaintiff cycled past ; the cows 
were coming out on to the highway ; the plaintiff was knocked 
off her bicycle and suffered personal injuries. There was no 


trespasser or the owner's servants might have left it open. A 
county court judge held that the mere fact of the gate being 
open at that hour of night amounted to proof of negligence, 
and found for the plaintiff with £75 damages. Upon appeal, 
the Divisional Court left the finding undistutbed, since the 
judges were equally divided on the point, but gave leave to 
appeal. We certainly hope the case will go to the Court of 
Appeal, since it is very important to get this question as to the 
standard of care settled. At present both barristers who are 
asked to advise, and solicitors who have to issue writs, are 
in great doubt as to the exact extent of the legal duties towards 
the public at large cast upon the occupiers of property whichadjoins 
a highway. Three reflections seem to be suggested by the decision 
we have just quoted. In the first place, can it be the duty of 
occupiers of fields to keep cows in them at their peril ? That duty 
has hitherto been confined to animals fere nature and to tame 
animals known to be vicious: Cox v. Burbidge (1863, 13 C. B. N.S. 
130), Goodwin vy. Cheveley (1859, 4 H. & N. 631), Tillett v. Ward 
(1882, 10 Q. B. D. 17). In the second place, does the maxim res 
ipsa loquitur apply to such a case as this? That maxim seems 
only to be relevant when primd facie certain physical events can 
only be explained as the result of the defendant’s negligence ; 
can it have reference to events which are equally consistent 
with the defendant's or with some third party’s negligence : 
Metropolitan Railway Co. v. Jackson (1877, 3 Ay p. Cas. 193)? And, 
lastly, is not the old maxim that courts of law act on Facta pro- 
hata non probabilia applicable to this case? Negligence must be 
supported by proof, not by suspicion, of the omission to use 
proper care in the discharge of some duty. So far as we can 
judge from the reports which have appeared, few authorities 
were cited on the hearing of the case and no very elaborate 
discussion took place in either court upon the many interesting 
points of law involved ; we hope that, in the event of an appeal, 
the deeper issues raised will be considered and pronounced upon 
judicially. 


Sale of Tickets in Foreign Lottery. 

An Act of 1722 (9 Geo. 1, c. 19), called in its title an Act 
“to prevent foreign lotteries being carried on in this kingdom,” 
makes it an offence to carry on lotteries, and imposes a penalty 
on anyone who “shall within the kingdom sell or dispose of any 
ticket or tickets in any foreign lottery.” It seems remarkable 
that, in view of the large number of tickets in foreign lotteries 
that are taken in this country, the provisions of the Act are not 
very generally known. Attention has been drawn to this Act, 
and other Acts against lotteries, by a case before COLERIDGE, 
J., last week— Gorenstein v. Feldmann (Times, 15th May). The 
plaintiff had agreed to pay the defendant a certain sum for an 
eighth share in a ticket to be drawn in a Hamburg lottery. The 
ticket proved to be a prize winner, and on the defendant 
declining to pay over a share of the money received, the action 
was brought to recover it. The main defence was that the con- 
tract was illegal and the money irrecoverable, and the learned 
judge dealt with the case on this footing. Judgment was given 
for the defendant, on the ground that it was illegal to sell or buy 
lottery tickets or shares in them, and the local courts would not 
help people who sought their aid to recover money due under 
such a sale. The decision seems right, but the case is a difficult 
one, and cireumstances can readily be suggested under which the 
money might have been recoverable in the English courts. For 
instance, had the agreement for sale of the share been made 
abroad—as in Hamburg or elsewhere, where these lotteries are 
not illegal—it seems highly probable that the defence here set 
up would not have availed. Counsel for the plaintiff cited 
Saxby v. Fulton (1909, 2 K. B. 208), but apparently that case was 
considered not to apply. In the course of that case, and par 
ticularly in the judgment of KENNEDY, L.J., it is pointed out 
very forcibly that, in the absence of any “security,” such as a 
cheque payable in England, there may not exist any presumption 
that the parties to a contract which is illegal here but legal 
abroad mean the contract to be governed by English law. 
In Saxby v. Fulton money was lent abroad for gambling, 
and the contract was held to be governed by the 
lex loci contractus and not the lex loci solutionis. The money 
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courts. In Moulis v. Owen (1907, 1 K. B. 746) an English | 
cheque was given in Algiers for gambling purposes, and the | 
case was held to be governed by English law, and the amount | 
of the cheque could not be recovered in the English courts. In | 
the present case there is certainly something to be said for the 
view that the parties were contracting with reference to Ham- 
burg law, and if that view could have been substantiated the 
laintiff might have succeeded. However, both plaintiff and | 
defendant were residing in England during the whole transac- | 
tion, and that may well differentiate the case from Suzby v. | 
Fulton. The present case is of some considerable interest, since 
it was not necessary to rely on the ordinary Gaming Acts, which 
have proved very difficult to construe, and no fine distinctions 
between the consideration and security had to be raised. 


Conversion under Sale by Court. 


THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Fauntleroy v. Beebe | 
(ante, p. 497) deals with a point in the law of conversion which | 
seems to have been already sufficiently settled by recent cases. 
It is, of course, clear that a trust contained in a will for conver 
sion of real estate changes the realty into personalty as from | 
the date of the testator’s death, but it was formerly a disputed | 
point whether an order for sale made by the court had the effect 
of finally changing the nature of the whole of the property com- | 
prised in the order, or whether the conversion operated in respect | 
only of so much of the property as was required to satisfy the 
purposes for which the sale was ordered. The two cases of 
Jermy v. Preston (13 Sim. 350) and Cooke v. Dealey (22 Beav. 196) 
supported the latter view—that a sale directed for a particular | 
purpose only effects a conversion pro ‘unto. On the other hand, | 


in Steed v. Preece (L. R. 18 Eq. 197) Jessen, M.R., very distinctly 
laid down the opposite doctrine. “If a conversion is right- 
fully made, whether by the court or a trustee, all the con- 
sequences of a conversion must follow ; and there is no equity 
in favour of the heir, or anyone else, to take the property 
in any other form than that in which it is found.” The 
earlier view was acted on in the Irish case of Scoft y. Scott (9 
L. R. Ir. 367), where CHATTERTON, V.C., held that, upon a sale 
by the court of real estate to. pay off incumbrances, there was an 
equity in favour of the heir-at-law of the owner at the time 
of sale to take the surplus not required for such purpose as 
reconverted into realty. But more recent cases have all been 
against any such notional reconversion. The dictum in Steed 
v, Preece was approved by the Court of Appeal in Buryess v. Booth | 
(1908, 2 Ch. 648), and before that, in //yett v. Mekin (25 Ch. D. 
735), Kay, J., had held that the order operated as a conversion | 
from its date and before any sale had actually taken place: see | 
also Arnold v. Divon (L. R. 19 Eq. 115), Re Dodson (1908, 2 Ch. 
638). In the present case real estate had been devised by a | 
testator, who died in 1872, in trust for his four children equally. 
An order for sale was made in 1882, and part of the estate, 
enough to satisfy the purposes of the sale, was sold, but the rest 
still remained unsold. One of the children died intestate in 1887, 
and the question arose whether her share devolved on her real 
or personal representatives. In accordance with the above 
authorities, the Court of Appeal held that there was an absolute 
conversion as from the date of the order, and hence the share 
devolved as personal estate. 





Mortgagee’s Costs of Action for Account by 
Mortgagor. 

THE RIGHT of a mortgagee to his costs of a redemption action 
is a matter of contract and not in the discretion of the court. 
He has an absolute right to such costs unless he has forfeited 
them by misconduct, and then they are in the discretion of 
the judge. The case of Hourke v. Lobinson (1911, 1 Ch. 480), | 
upon which we recently commented (ante, p. 473), was an in- | 
stance of what amounts to misconduct in this connection. But | 


the question arises what is a redemption action, and whether a | 





particular action is in the nature of a redemption action for the 
purposes of the rule. This point arose in the recent case of 
Williams v. Jones (ante, p. 500), where the question was whether 
the rule in question applied to an action by the mortgagor for 
an account after the mortgagee had realized his security by sale. | 


It was argued on behalf of the mortgagee that the action was 
in substance a redemption action, or partook so largely of the 
character of a redemption action as to involve the application in 
the matter of costs of the well-settled rule. But the mortgagor 
repudiated the suggestion that the action was a redemption 
action, and contended that it was one in which the cestui que trust 
was asserting, and the trustee was denying, the existence of a 
trust fund in the hands of a trustee, and was more analogous to 
a redemption action after an adequate tender to the mortgagee 
than to an ordinary redemption action where there had been 
no tender. There is very little authority on the point. But 


in Tauner v. Heard (23 Beav. 555) it appeared from the judg- 


ment of Sir JOHN RomILty, M.R., that he declined to treat a 


| similar action as a redemption action, or as one to which the rule 
|as to costs in a redemption action was applicable. A similar 
| view seems to have been taken by Kay, J., in Charles v. Jones 


(35 Ch. D. 544). Ever, J., therefore, came to the conclusion that 
an action for account against a mortgagee after he has realized 
his security by sale is not an action to which the rule in questisn 
applies, and that the costs of such an action are within the 
ordinary discretion of the court, 


The Standard Oil Case. 


THE DECISION of the Supreme Court of the United States in 
the Standard Oil case appears to be accepted as one of great 


| importance, though we gather that the court have not declared 


in favour of a literal interpretation of the Sherman Anti-Trust 
Law, and the exact scope of the decision cannot at present be 
appreciated. All that is known definitely is that the Standard 
Oil Co. as at present constituted is illegal, and must be 
dissolved ; but the possibility of a certain measure of combination 
of trade interests is recognized, and it will be for each trust that 
menaces, or is thought to menace, the public welfare to consider 
how far it is infringing the statute as thus interpreted. The 
statute, which was passed in 1890, declares by section 1 : 
“Every contract, combination in the form of trust or otherwise, 
or conspiracy, in restraint of trade or commerce among the 
several States, or with foreign nations, is hereby declared to 
be illegal. Every person who shall make any such 
contract or engage in any such combination or con- 
spiracy, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour, and 
on conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine not exceed- 
ing 5,000 dollars, or by imprisonment not exceeding one 
year, or by both the said punishments in the discretion of the 
court ” (26 U.S. Stat. at L. 209). Under section 7 any person 
injured in his business by reason of anything declared unlawful 
by the Act can recover treble damages and the costs of suit, in 
cluding a reasonable attorney's fee. According to the American 
Encyclopedia of Law (2nd ed. 1902, vol. 20, p. 861) the statute 
is intended to prevent all restraint of inter-state and inter- 
national trade, without regard to the reasonableness of the 
restraint sought to be imposed; and the same construction of the 
statute is recognized and deprecated in an exhaustive note on 
“ What combinations constitute unlawful trusts” in 74 Amer. 
State Rep., p. 235, see p. 273. The leading authority is U.S. v. 
Trans-Missourt Freight Association (166 U.S. 210, see p. 327). If 
the above statement as to the effect of the present decision is 
correct, it overrules this view of the statute and recognizes the 
validity of reasonable restraint, and the effect will probably be 
to make the statute no more in principle than a declaration of 
the ordinary rule of the common law as to restraint of trade. 
Hence there will remain the difficulty of deciding what restraint is 
reasonable, and how the benefits and evils of competition and 
combination respectively are to be balanced. But, for the present, 
the trust which has been recognized as the worst offender is put 
an end to; how far effectively, it would be rash to hazard an 
opinion. 


Old Age Pension Appeal. 

THE FIRST appeal under the Old Age Pensions Act, 1908, to 
reach the House of Lords was heard on the 12th of May 
(Murphy v. The King, reported elsewhere). The appellant had 
the adverse decisions of three courts to overcome, and the appeal 
failed. The case arose in Ireland (1911, 2 Ir. Rep. 80). 
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ELizasetH Murpny made a claim for a pension, and this was 
granted her after adjudication by the local Pension Committee, 
and no appeal was made from this decision. But after the 
prescribed time for appeal to the Central Pension Committee had 
elapsed, fresh facts were discovered which tended to shew that 
the applicant was not seventy years of age. The local Pension 
Committee refused to alter their decision, but the Central 
Committee held that Murrny wes not entitled to a persion. 
Proceedings were then taken by way of petition of right, and 
it was contended that the original decision of the local committee 
(not baving been appealed from) was “final and conclusive” by 
virtue of section 7 (2) of the Act. The Irish courts all 
successively decided in favour of the Crown. The Lord 
Chancellor delivered the judgment and decision of the House of 
Lords dismissing the appeal. By section 7 questions “ whether 
the conditions continue to be fulfilled,” as well as_ initial 
claims for pensions, are to be decided from time to time by the 
Pension Committees. It was contended that the question of age 
could not be re-opened, not being a condition that continued to 
be fulfilled. The House of Lords has now finally decided that 
this view is erroneous, and that the question of a pensioner’s age 
can be raised again and again by the Crown. 


“Public Stocks or Funds” and “Parliamentary 
Stocks or Public Funds.” 

A CORRESPONDENT recently inquired whether there is any | 
difference between the common form used in investment clauses— 
“ public stocks or funds or Government securities of the United 
Kingdom ”—and the “ parliamentary stocks or public funds or 
Government securities of the United Kingdom” authorized as 
investments by the Trustee Act, 1893? ‘That is to say, is there | 
any difference between “ public stocks or funds” and “ parlia- | 
mentary stocks or public funds”? It appears to be settled | 
that there is none. ‘The meaning of the expression “ public 
funds” is that portion of the public debt which is paid out of 
funds appropriated to that purpose by Parliament (per Lord Cran- 
WORTH in Slingsby v. Grainger, 7 H. L, Cas., at p. 281 ; see per 
Lord WENSLEYDALE, at p. 285). The two phrases are 
synonymous for indicating the annuities which constitute the 
permanent debt of the country: see Vaizey on the Investment of 
Trust Money, p. 77. The phrase “Government securities of the 
United Kingdom” bears a wider meaning, and apparently 
includes Exchequer bonds and bills and Treasury bills. But 
according to SHADWELL, V.C., in Sampayo v. (ould (12 Sim., at p. 
135) there are public securities which are not ‘“ Government 
securities,” and, at all events, the latter term does notinclude India 
stock or Bank stock. The (:uaranteed Irish Land stocks apparently 
come within the above mentioned powers of investment. They are 
a new capital stock consisting of perpetual annuities, and the divi- 
dends on the stock are charged on the Consolidated Fund (Irish 
Land Act, 1903, ss. 28 and 29). 





Ignorance of Statute Law. 

THE JUDGES of England have from time to time protested | 
against. the notion that they are conversant with the whole statute | 
law, and it is not surprising that the ignorance of the laity should | 
greatly surpass that of experienced lawyers. In a recent prose- | 
cution under section 11 of the Freshwater Fisheries Act, 18738, | 
for exposing crayfish for sale during the close season between 
March and June, it appeared that the fish had been brought 
from abroad, and it was believed by many persons that the | 
offence created by the Act did not apply to foreign fish. Ignor- 
ance of the law is, of course, no excuse, but having regard tothe 
enormous bulk of our statute law, some means might possibly be 
devised for bringiog any new enactment more clearly to the notice 
of those specially affected by it. It may be remembered that 
down to the reign of Henry VII., the statutes passed in each 
session were sent to the sheriff of every county, with a writ 
requiring him to proclaim them throughout his bailiwick and to 
see to their observance. The number and length of modern 
statutes is a serious obstacle to any plan for posting them in pub- 
lic places, but possibly a short abstract of the more important 
provisions of statutes creating offences might be issued by a 
Governme..t department and published in the newspapers and 





posted in some public position in places affected by the Act. 
The law may intend that every one shall be deemed to have 
notice of what has been enacted by Parliament, but some regard 
might be bad to the ignorance of unprofessional people, 


Criminal Appeal in Cases of Insanity. 

ONE OF the many curious anomalies which have been discovered 
in the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, came before the Court of 
Criminal Appeal in the case of 2. v. Larkins, which we reported 
last week. The accused had been arraigned at the Old Bailey 
for an indictable offence ; it appeared to the Common Serjeant 
that he was insane, and, therefore unfit to plead ; accordingly, 
in pursuance of section 2 of the Trial of Lunatics Act, 1883, he 
specially empanelled a jury to try the preliminary question 
whether or not the prisoner was fit to plead. The jury found 
the prisoner insane, and he was accordingly ordered to be 
kept in custody during his Majesty’s pleasure. The prisoner 
appealed under section 3 of the Criminal Appeal Act, which 
permits appeal to anyone convicted on indictment—including a 
prisoner against whom the special verdict of insanity has been 
found. The Court of Criminal Appeal, however, held that a 
prisoner found unfit to plead is not convicted at all; he is not 
found guilty but insane, and, therefore, be has no right of appeal. 
Had he been tried and fund “ guilty but insane” under the 


| provisions of the Trial of Lunatics Act, 1883, s. 2, then he 


would bave been entitled toappeal. That has already been decided 
in Pf. v. Ireland (1910, 1 K. B. 654). There can be no doubt that 
the court has correctly interpreted the Act ; but it is somewhat 
surprising to find that a man found guilty as well as insane can 
appeal against the finding of insanity, whereas a man merely 
found insane before trial of bis guilt has no such remedy. 


Fortune Tellers in the West End. 


THE ANSWER of the Home Secretary to the question whether 
he would give instructions that poor persons should not be 
interfered with by the police while exercising their srt of fortune 
telling as long as persons were permitted to carry on the same 
pursuit in the purlieus of the West End and to advertise openly 
that they possess supernatural powers, will be read with interest 
by Londoners who have been accustomed to see advertisements 
by persons practising palmistry or fortune telling. The 
official answer (similar to that given by the present Prime 
Minister in 1893) is that the law is contained in section 4 of the 
Vagrancy Act, 1824, by which every person pretending or profess- 
ing to tell fortunes or using any subtle craft, means or device, by 
palmistry or otherwise, to deceive and impose on any of his 
Majesty's subjects is to be deemed a rogue and vagabond, and is 
liable to imprisonment. The Home Secretary says that the mere 
practice of palmistry is not, so far as he is aware, illegal ; that the 
essence of a conviction under the Act is the intention to impose 
on the King’s subjects, and that it was the object of the enact- 
ment to protect the young and ignorant. It will be gathered 
from this statement that there is not much likelihood of pro- 
ceedings against West End practitioners, though we are informed 
that the police have instructions to watch cases of suspicion. 


An American Employers’ Liability Act. 
ENGLAND HAS for many years been familiar with Workmen’s 


|Compensation Acts, but legislation on the subject in the 


United States cannot proceed with the same rapidity owing to 
the clause in the Federal and State Constitutions providing that 


no law should be made impairing the obligation of contracts. A 


Commission appointed by the State of New York has recently 
recommended the adoption of an amendment of the State Con 
stitution so as to overrule a recent decision of the Court of 
Appeals by which an Employers’ Liability Act passed last year 
was declared to be unconstitutional. But the passage of an 
amendment is always attended with difficulty, and it may be 
some time before the State of New York obtains an effectual 
Employers’ Liability Act. 





Mr. Justice Horridge has this week been assisting in the disposal of 
business in the Probate and Divorce Division. He sat in one of the 
quadrangle courts, and said the court was a bad one for hearing, and 
repeatedly asked counsel to speak loudly. 
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The Executive and the Judiciary. 


We believe that the Master of the Rolls has behind him the 
support of the whole legal profession in his determination to 
uphold the rights of the subject against the growing aggression 
of the various departments of State. The fact that a judge so 
cautious and conciliatory should have felt itis duty to give public 
expression to his opinion on a grave question of government is a 
striking symptom of the way in which the problem has been 
forced upon the attention of our judges. The Admiralty, the 
Treasury, the Board of Education have all within the past year 
forced the Court of Appeal to come face to face with pretensions 
that, after a century of quiescence, are once more animating every 
branch of the Executive. Indeed, a struggle which bas been 
perennial in the history of England would seem—of course in 
a milder form—to be awaiting another conflict of forces in the 
not distant future. One such struggle ended with Magna 
Carta and the declaration that no man should be judged except 
by his peers and according to the law of the land. Another 
ended in the Revolution of 1689 and the provision in the Bill of 
Rights that judges should be irremovable except for misconduct. 
Towards the end of the eighteenth century Fox moved his 
famous resolution in the House of Commons “That the power of 
the Crown has increased, is increasing, and ought to be 
diminished.” Now the beginning of the twentieth century is 
seeing the claim put forward by the Executive that its decisions 
are to be exempt from that control by legal tribunals which 
hitherto has been one of the two great characteristics of our [English 
Constitution. 

Most lawyers will recollect the interesting chapter in Pro- 
fessor Dicry’s Law of the Constitution in which he contrasts 
the English Rule of Law with the Droit Administratif which 
in France, Belgium, and other continental countries shelters the 
official from judicial control over his aets as a public servant. 
In England, the writer points out, no such exception to the 
ordinary law exists. Every subject is equally amenable to the 
law courts. No subject can plead official privilege for the deeds 
he has done. No official can say “I claim to be tried by a 
special administrative court ; the Law Courts have no jurisdic- 
tion to pronounce upon my official acts.” Those three 
propositions have long been believed by most of us to be the law 
of Kngland. But within the last twelve months a series of cases 
have occurred which would seem to shew that the principle 
enunciated in those three propositions is going to be boldly and 
persistently challenged in future by the bureaucracy and the* 
junctionary. In the Swansea Education case (/tee v. board of 
Education, 1910, 2 K. B. 165) it was contended that the Board of 
Education was not amenable to the jurisdiction of the High 
Court. In the Archer Shee case it was argued that the 
Admiralty could not have its discretion impugned or ques- 
tioned before a jury. In the case of J/yson v. Attorney General 
(1911, 1 K. B. 410) the Inland Revenue sheltered themselves 
behind the prerogative of the Crown, and tried to prevent 
the Revenue Court from pronouncing on the validity of their 
official acts. And in each case the Law Otticers of the Crown had 
set up those claims. In each case the attempts to override the 
accepted principles of English law in fact failed, but the failure 
bas not been acquiesced in graciously by the Executive. It is 
clear that the attempt will be renewed in the near future. 

The truth is that of late years, quietly but firmly, the Executive 
has been gaining a position of great privilege. This has taken 
three forms. It has gained in many cases great judicial powers 
which the courts cannot overrule or interfere with. It has 
gained also wide legislative powers in a variety of devious and 
roundabout ways. It has acquired, also, a certain independence 
of the law courts, a right to plead “ Act of State” as an answer 
to any claim made against it and thereby to exclude the juris- 
diction of the courts. We propose to illustrate briefly each one 
of those three new forms of privilege. 

The judicial powers now possessed by public departments are 
the result of statutes giving them such powers. The most 
striking cases are those of the Local Government Board, the 
Board of Agriculture, and the Inland Revenue Commissioners. 


Health Act of that year that persons aggrieved by a decision of 
a sanitary authority could appeal to the Local Government Board, 
If they did so, they lost the right of appealing from a decision 
of the petty sessional court enforcing the “a made against 
them. In the absence of such an appeal, however, they retained 
the right of appeal to the High Court. Now the Housing and 
Town Planning Act, 1908, has gone a long stage further, and has 
provided that local authorities may themselves make closing 
orders without rhate ver to the magistrate S, and the 
appeal to the Local Government Board is the only redress given 
by the statute, unless the Board voluntarily chooses to state a 
case for the High Court. Again, the Small Holdings Act, 1907, 
gives an appeal from the county council to the Board of Agricul- 
ture, but expressly excludes the jurisdiction of the courts at any 
stage of the proceedings. Lastly, it is scarcely necessary to 
mention that the Income ax Commissioners have absolute 
jurisdiction on all questions of fact which come before them ; 
although, as an act of discretion, they may take the opinion of 
the High Court on a point of law. These are only a few of the 
more striking illustrations of the way in which the jurisdiction 
of the courts has been transferred to the various Government 
oftices by recent legislation. 

The growing legislative powers of the Executive are also the 
result of statutes. The great complexity of the subjects dealt 
with in modern Acts of Parliament have led to the delegation 
of vast powers to various departments. Statutes are passed 
containing a few clauses, and then it is enacted that the 
machinery for carrying out the statute is to be provided by a 
body of rules enacted by some Government department. This is 
done in at least a score of statutes every year; a few examples 
will suffice. Thus the Prevention of Crimes Act, 1908, makes the 
Home Secretary a legislator whose rules are to govern the work- 
ing of the system. ‘lhe whole Poor Law machinery is contained 
in Orders of the Local Government Board, and the Education 
Code is the legislative product of the Board of Education, not of 
Parliament. ‘The Board of Trade lays down bankruptcy rules, 
and indeed a multitude of rules on all sorts of subjects. Small 


any recourse 


| holdings are created in accordance with rules made by the Board 


of Agriculture and Fisheries. Now it is true that, nominally, 
Parliament retains some control over all this legislation. it 
some cases the orders must be allowed by Parliament before 
they become law. In others they must lie on the table of both 
Houses for forty days, during which period either House may 
by resolution annul them ; if no such resolution is passed, they 
automatically become law. In a great many cases the safeguard 
is still further limited by the substitution of the House of 
Commons alone for boph Houses as the confirming authority. In 
the last half-dozen years the last mentioned mode of retaining 
the appearance of !egislative confirmation without the reality bas 
heen generally adopted. It has only to be stated to shew its 
futility as a serious check on Executive power. 

But the most serious form of.aggrandisement has been the 


| growing use of the “ Prerogative ot the Crown” as a cloak to 
g 4 


| of the courts. 


exclude the interference of the courts. It is old law that “ the 
King can do no wrong,” and that “The King cannot be sued 
in tort at all, nor in contract and equity unless he assents to the 
jurisdiction.” In the course of the last century, two extensions, 
or at any rate corollaries, of this doctrine, gained the support 
In the famous case of Puron v. Denman (1847, 
2 Ex. 167) it was held that no action in tort would lie against 
an Executive officer for an “ Act of State ”--that is, an act done 
by some officer of the Crown in carrying out the foreign policy of 
the State. Again, it was also decided in a series of cases that no 
Minister of the Crown, acting in his official capacity, could be sued 
for torts committed in that capacity by his subordinates or for 
contracts entered into by him on behalf of the Crown (see cases 
collected at pp, 638-643 of Stuart Robertson’s Civil Proceedings 
against the Crown). But until quite recently it was never 
doubted that the writs of mandamus, prohibition, and certiorart 
would lie to compel public departments to discharge their legal 
duties in a legal manner. ‘The bold attempts made to defeat 
this controlling power in the recent cases of the Admiralty, the 
Board of Education, and the Treasury, although they proved 


So long ago as 1875 it was provided by section 268 of the Public | unsuccessfu!, have shewn that the Law Officers of the Crown are 

















THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & 


514 





WEEKLY REPORTER. May 20, 1911. 





disposed in future to raise every technicality that can be 
plausibly argued in order to exclude the jurisdiction of the 
courts over the conduct of the bureaucracy. This tendency 
must frequently prove successful against litigants whose purse 
renders them pitiful antagonists against the might of the Treasury. 
It is, therefore, a matter of urgent importance that the public 
opinion of the legal profession should condemn such attempts 
in a manner 80 unmistakeable as to interpose an effective sane 
tion against the reckless employment of them by any lawyer 
who values the good opinion of his fellows. 








Interest Payable after Notice to Pay 
Off Mortgage. 


THE decision of Joyce, J., in Edmondson v. Copland (reported 
elsewhere), forms an interesting supplement to the recent dis- 
cussion in these columns of the subject of the amount of interest 
payable to a mortgagee on repayment of the mortgage money 
(54 Soticitors’ JOURNAL, pp. 370, 374, 387, 390, 402). The point 
then under consideration was whether a mortgagor who, atter a 
three months’ notice from the mortgagee to pay the money, paid 
within the three months, was liable to pay interest up to the end 
of the three months or only up to the time of actual payment. 
The point raised in the presert case is whether, if the ‘money 
is not paid at the end of the three months, the mortgagor 
is entitled to pay it afterwards with interest up to the time of | 
payment, or whether the mortgagee can then decline to receive 
it unless a further six months’ interest is paid in lieu of notice 
by the mortgagor. 

It is, of course, well settled that when the original day for 
payment has passed the mortgagor is not entitled to pay 
off the mortgage money unlees he either gives six 
months’ notice or pays six moi ths’ interest in lieu of notice. 
His right to redeem is equitab only, and as a condition of 
exercising it he must do what equitable. He cannot require 
the mortgagee to receive his money at once, but must give 
him an opportunity of looking for a fresh investment. The 
reasonable time for this purpose has been fixed, perhaps with too 
much indulgence to the mortgagee, at six months. The mortgagee, 
on the other hand, is in a very different position. The money is 
payable at the time originally fixed for payment, and after | 
default it is always immediately payable, so that the mentepanel 
is entitled at any time to demand, and to enforce, payment. 





| six months’ notice, or interest in lieu of notice.” 


| hesitation, 





Consequently he can, immediately after such demand, sue for 
payment or for foreclosure, and he can go into possession. But 
if he takes any of these steps, then the mortgagor is entitled to 
protect himself by payment of the mortgage money, and the | 
mortgagee must accept it with interest up to the time of | 
payment. 
This rule was acted on in Lefts v. Hutchins (L. R. 13 Eq. 176), ina | 
case where the mortgagee had taken eteps to realize his security. 
rhe mortgaged property was a reversionary interest passing 
under the will of a testator. The mortgagee filed a bill for 
administration of the testator's estate. A surety for the mort- | 
gagor paid the principal and interest to date, and Wickens, V.C., 
held that the mortgagee was not justified in claiming six months’ | 
further interest. He acceded to the argument that the mort. | 
gagee had shewn, by filing the bill, that he wished to be paid 
his money at once, and hence he was not entitled to any future 
interest. 
_ But the mortgagee is not debarred from claiming future | 
interest merely because the mortgaged property, which was 
originally reversionary, has fallen into possession. In Smith v. | 
Smath (1891, 3 Ch. 550), where this had occurred, a petition was | 
presented by the trustee of the property—a fund in court 
for the application of the fund in payment of the mortgage, 
and for payment of the residue to the persons entitled. Romer, 
J., distinguished Letts v. Hutchins (supra) on the ground thet there | 
the mortgagee had taken steps to compel payment of the debt, 
and he added: “Inasmuch as in the present case the mort- 
gagee has not demanded payment of his debt or taken any 
steps to compel payment, I am of opinion that he is entitled to 


| further interest ? 
| given by’ the mortgagor, it is settled that, if he fails to pay at the 





But although 
the rule is not altered merely because the mortgaged property is 
areversionary interest, yet the mortgagee will usually, on its fall- 
ing into possession, himself take steps to receive it, and the learned 
judge intimated that he would then forfeit bis claim to future inter- 
est. “If,” he said, ‘‘ the mortgagee of a reversionary interest were 
to apply for and obtain payment of his debt when the reversion 
fell into possession, in such a case it may well be that he would not 
be entitled to any interest, because it might be said that he had 
taken steps to compel payment of his debt.” In Bovill v. Endle 


| (1896, 1 Ch. 648) it was held by Kexkewicn, J., that entry 


into possession by the mortgagee was equivalent to a demand 
of payment, and entitled the mortgagor to pay off the mortgage 
with interest to date, even though the entry was before the date 
originally fixed for payment of the mortgage money. 

The foregoing principle clearly applies where the mortgagee 
has demanded immediate payment, and although he must allow 
three months to elapse before he can exercise his statutory 
power of sale, yet the mortgagor is entitled at any time within 
the three months to comply with the demand, and to pay off 
the mortgage money with interest up to the day of payment. 
And, when discussing the matter before, we acceded, after some 
to the view of one of our correspondents (54 
Souicitors’ JOURNAL, pp. 387, 390) that the result is the same 
where the mortgagee gives his notice in the form of a demand 
for payment at the pe three months. This is a good notice 
under section 20 (1) to enable the mortgagee to exercise his 
power of sale (Larker v. Lllingworth, 1908, 2 Ch. 20), and it is 
reasonable to regard it as an intimation that the mortgagee is 
prepared to receive the mortgage money at any time during the 
three months. It is clear that he has waived his right to six 
months’ notice, and he has taken a step towards realizing his 
security. The mortgagor can hardly be precluded from paying 
the debt until the power of sale has actually arisen, and it 
follows that the mortgagee is bound to accept the money when 
tendered with interest up to thetime of payment. And this view 
is in accordance with the judgment of Joyce, J., in the present 
case, though there the tender was not made during the three 
months. The learned judge, however, was of opinion that the 
notice operated as a demand for payment, and that at any time 
after the demand the mortgagor might bring his money and 
stop interest running. In Edmondson v. Copland, the question 
was whether the mortgagor retained the same right if he made 
no tender during the three months mentioned in the notice. If 
he subsequently tenders the money with interest to date, is 
the mortgagee bound to accept it, or can he claim six months’ 
In the converse case of a six months’ notice 


end of the six months, he is relegated to his original position, 
and he cannot pay afterwards except on a new six months’ 
notice, or on payment of six months’ interest. In Re Moss (31 
Ch. D., p. 94) Pearson, J., referred to this as the ordinary rule 
when a mortgagor gives notice to pay off the mortgage, and 
does not make the payment on the appointed day. And the 
principle of the rule he stated to be that “if the mortgagor 
fails to make the payment on the appointed day, there is no 
constat when the mortgagee will get his money, and he will be 
unable to make any arrangement as to its investment.” But he 
held that the rule did not apply under the circumstances of that 
case. The mortgagees had been parties to an order for payment 
of their debt out of a fund in court, and the failure of payment 
on the appointed day was due to delay in completion of the 
order. ‘This was a risk which the mortgagees incurred in 


| accepting the order. 


Moreover, it was held in Bartlett v. Franklin (15 W. R. 1077, 
36 L. J. Ch. 671), that the rule applies equally whether the 
notice has been given by the mortgagor or the mortgagee. “It 
made no difference,” MALINS, V.C., is reported to have said (15 
W. R. 1077), “ whether the notice was given by the mortgagor or 
mortgagee. In either case the mortgagee would be obliged to look 
out for a new investment. If the money was not paid at the ap- 
pointed time, a new notice must be given or payment must be 
made as if such notice had not been given—that is, with the 
addition of six months’ interest from the day of payment.” But in 
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point of fact the results of a notice by the mortgagor and a notice 
by the mortgagee are materially different. When a mortgagor 
gives notice and then fails to pay at the appointed time, he does 
no more than lose the benefit of the notice. His position as mort- 
gagor is not otherwise prejudiced, and if he wishes to regain the 
right to pay offhe must give afresh notice. But when the mort- 
gagee gives notice he puts himself in a position to realize his 
security. At the end of the three months his power of sale 
arises, and the failure of the mortgagor to pay by no means 
reiegates the parties to their original position. The power 
of sale continues to be exerciseable, and the mortgagor continues 
to be liable to lose his property without further notice. More- 
over, the demand of the mortgagee for his money must be con- 
sidered as continuing. Under these circumstances the mortgagor 
is entitled to protect himself by paying the mortgage money at 
any time, and it follows that he is entitled to pay it with 
interest only up to date of payment. 

This is the view which Joyce, J., has taken in the present case, 
and Bartlett vy. Franklin, so far as it countenances a contrary 
principle, must be treated as overruled. Where notice to pay 
off has been given by the mortgagee, mere failure to pay within, 
or at the expiration of, the six months does not render the mort- 
gagor liable to pay an additional six months’ interest. There 
were special circumstances in the present case which made it 
clear that no such additional interest could be demanded. The 
delay in payment was apparently due to a requirement made by 
the mortgagee that the mortgagors should execute the reassign 
ment first—a requirement which Joyce, J., treated as unten- 
able—and the actual tender was only a week late. But the rule 
does not depend on any such special circumstances. When once the 
mortgagee has given notice for payment, the mortgagor is entitled 
at any time afterwards, whether within the three months or not, 
to pay off the principal with interest up to the date of payment. 
Practitioners will find it convenient that the rule has been thus 
clearly laid down. 


Some Reminiscences of the 
Westminster Courts. 


(By AN Op OFFIctrAL.) 


My memory of the old courts at Westminster extends back to a 
period more than forty yearsago. About that time I took my seat as 
an officer of the Court in Banc in the old Court of Exchequer. What 
vast changes these forty years have seen! I was brought up on the 
Common Law Procedure Act ; but my legal education was no sooner 
finished than I had to go to school again and master the details of 


the Judicature Acts. At the time ot my arrival at Westminster Sir | 


ALEXANDER CocKBuRN was Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench and 
of England, Sir Witt1aM Erie was Chief Justice of the Common 
Pleas, and Sir Firzroy Keiry was Chief Baron of the Exchequer. 
The Court in Banc at that time was composed of four judges. 
The Exchequer was a strong court, comprising, besides the 
Chief Baron, such men as Barons Martin, BrRaMweELL, and 
CHANNELL. Later on we had Barons Picort, CLEAsBy, PoLLock, 
Amputett, and HuppLeston. Baron HUDDLESTON was “the last of 
the Barons.” Lord Brampton and Mr. Justice STEPHEN were the 
last two judges appointed to the Exchequer. It was at first called 
“the Exchequer Division”—an intermediate stage between the 


abolition of the separate jurisdictions of the three Common Law | 
courts and the establishment of the single jurisdiction of the Queen’s | 


3ench Division. Sir Henry HAWKINS was neither a “ Baron,” for 


the title was extinct : nor was he a “Justice,” for the Act making | 


that the style of all future judges had not passed. Although latterly 
the learned judge was always styled “ Mr. Justice Hawkins” “ Sir 
Henry Hawkrns” to the last appeared on the wall of his private 
room. . n 
The Exchequer court (that is, the building) was by far the largest 
of all the courts. Two special functions had from time immemorial 
been performed in this court: the swearing in of the Lord Mayor 
on the 9th of November, and the nomination of sheriffs on “the 
morrow of St. Martin,” the 12thof November. These ceremonies are 
now performed in the Lord Chief Justice’s court at the Law Courts. 
Another unique feature in connection with the Exchequer was the 
two ancient offices of “ Postman” and “Tubman,” each of whom 
had a special seat assigned to him at either end of the second row of 
counsel's seats, such seat or “box” being divided off from the rest 
of the row by a wooden partition. The origin and meaning of these 


quaint offices are, I believe, absolutely lost in the haze of antiquity. 
The appointments were in the gift of the Lord Chief Baron, and 
were always held by a junior. The sole privilege attaching to the 
posts was the right of pre-audience on motion days when the process 
of “ going through the bar” was performed. This was a function of 
| far greater importance then than now, since the greater part of the 
proceedings *” bane had to be commenced by an er parte application 
for a rule nés¢. The Postman and Tubman, if either was in his place, 
were called upon “to move” in precedence of + peers Counsel and 
even of the Law Officers if they were not engaged on crown business. 
The Postman and Tubman were not allowed to address the court 
except from their boxes, so that if they had a leader, he had, in 
taking his seat, to accommodate himself to his junior—a reversal of 
the usual plan. Again, no one except the holder of the office was 
allowed to address the court from one of these boxes. We have still 
with us at least three men who at one time held these quaint 
offices, the Lord Chief Justice and Lord JaAmMrs or HEREFORD ; also 
Mr. James Anstie (afterwards K.C.), a man of great ability who was 
subsequently a Charity Commissioner. 

1 recall a curious custom that used to prevail in the courts 7 
hance on the last day of term. On calling upon counsel “ to move,” 
it was the practice on this particular day, instead of beginning with 
the front row, to begin with the back row ; consequently juniors 
who wished for an early turn would place themselves in the back 
seats usually occupied by the public, and when they had caught the 
eye of the bench and had been called upon, they would step forward 
| to the ordinary counsel’s seats. I remember on one such occasion 
| the late Lord Russet. or KiLLowen, when a junior, having been 

called upon from a back row, stepping forward over one seat after 
another, and finally halting at the second row, being thus accosted, 
| in his strong Irish accent, by Baron Martin, “Now, Mr. Russet, if 
you'll just make one more step forward, you'll be in your right place.” 

At the rising of the court on the last day of each term the court 

was prorogued by the following curious, and no doubt very ancient, 
proclamation, “ Oyez, Oyez, Oyez. If anyone can inform this Honor- 
able Court, the Queen’s Attorney-General and the Queen’s Serjeant 
why certain parcels of brandy and other goods, certain ships and 
other vessels, lately seised as forfeit by Peter Locke and others, 
should not remain as forfeit, let them come forth and they shall be 
heard, otherwise the said goods, ships and vessels will be recovered, 
and the Queen answer the prizes. God save the Queen. All 
versons having anything more to do before the Barons of Her 
Majesty’s Court of Exchequer may depart hence and give their 
attendance here again on the first day of next term.” This extra 
ordinary effusion was gabbled off by the senior usher during the 
noise of the breaking up of the court, no one paying the slightest 
attention to it. It did not survive the removal to the new Law 
Courts. 

In comparing the old times with the present no one can doubt that 
great improvements have been made. Forms have been simplified 
and considerable saving of public time effected. For example, cles 
the almost total abolition of rules nisi, the greater part of the first 
week following assizes was usually taken up in moving for rules nis 
for anew trial. Many reforms have also been effected tending to the 
greater convenience béth of the profession and the public. For 
example, it will surprise many to hear that printing the daily cause 
| lists is a comparatively modern thing. It was never done in the old 

days at Westminster. When J first attendedthe court the several lists 
new trial paper, special paper, &c.--were in manuscript only, one copy 
being hung up on each side of the court. No daily list was issued, so 
that any case in the long list was liable to be called on at any time. 
Solicitors at the present day think it hard enough to have to watch 
the lists day by } won but what would they think of having to watch 
them hour by hour? The first stage of reform occurred when orders 
were given to publish a manuscript list of some six cases for the 
following day, Put even when this concession was allowed, so anxious 
| were the judges that time should not be wasted, that the officer was 
for some time directed to append the following disquieting note, 
“after which other cases in the general list will be taken.” 
| Complaints are often made of imperfect accommodation at the new 
| Law Courts. But what would complainers say if they had known 
the old Westminster courts? As one now stands by the west side of 











Westminster Hall and is told that in that little space between the 
varapet of the roadway and the hall all the common law courts of 
Lenles were formerly massed, it appears simply incredible. As 
regards the courts themselves, there was no separate entrance or 
special space for the public. Some of the courts had an entrance 
| direct to the hall, but, on the other side, judges, officials, counsel and 
solicitors all jostled together in one narrow passage. The accom 
| modation for the Chief and his four puisne judges was a single room 
smaller than those allotted to each judge in the present building. 
Once again, in imagination, I take my seat on the bench below 
the judges and let the faces of counsel most familiar to the court 
a generation back pass in procession before the mind’s eye. Not 
to mention many who left the bar for the High Court bench, let 
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me recall a few: Montacu Cuampers, H. T. Core, Dicsy 
Seymour. Henry Matruews, Prentice, Stavetey Hitt, Pore, 
BENJAMIN, Sir JonN KarsLaAKe, Murpny, Wappy, PHILBRICK, 
Witurs, TaLrourp Satrer, O’MALLey, Serjeants BALLANTINE and 
Parry, Guiiy, J. O. Grirrits, and many more. <A few only of 
these are still with us ; 

No judge at present on the bench sat at Westminster. Mr. Justice 
GRANTHAM, whose service is the longest, was appointed in 1886, 
while the courts were removed to their present home in 1882. One 
master only who was at Westminster— Master MeLtor—is still in 
harness. ‘No retired master of the (Jueen 8 Bench or Common 
Pleas is stil) living: but no less than four old Exchequer masters 
still flourish—namely, Grorce Pottock, Jounson, WALTON, and 
Lord Dungoyne. Other survivors of the old regime who are still 
at work are eight Queen’s Bench, two Common Pleas and eight 
Exe hequer clerks, three ushers and two messenge! 


Reviews. 
Highways. 


Pratt AND Mackenzie's Law or Hienways. By Wittram W. 
Mackenzie, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. SIxTeentu Eprrion. Butter 
worth & Co. 


The last edition of this admirable work appeared in 1905 ; the 
appearance of a new edition at the close of a little over five years is 
another illustration of what has often been pointed out in this 
column—namely, that there is a sort of economic law which 
fixes the Roman /usfrum as the natural life for each edition 
of any Local Government book which enjoys an extensive use. 
No special subject changes quite sufficiently to make it worth while 
to bring out a revised edition annually, but if ten years are 
allowed to slide past, the work of revision becomes extremely 
formidable The intermediate limit seems just the right one 
at which to incorporate the new cases and statutes which a busy 
Legislature is for ever adding to the labyrinth of sections and pre 
cedents and orders in which Local Government is gradually becom 
ing inextricably enmeshed. The present edition of Pratt’s standard 
treatise on Highways illustrates the tendency of special branches, 
when thoroughly digested, to grow into an inordinate bulk. We 
have 30 pages devoted to a Table of Statutes, 74 to a Table of Cases. 
1146 to the common law on the subject of highways, about 900 to a 
commentary on the Highway Act of 1835 and the other principal 
statutes, 60 pages of appendix, chiefly dealing with circulars of the 
Local Government Board, and 153 pages of index. Nor is there 
much, if anything, in this vast collection of materials which could 
have been omitted without impairing the value of the treatise as a 
work of reference. The clerk to some district council who has 
to advise his highway committee without taking the opinion of 
counsel, and the clerk to justices who has to discover the law for 
his bench while a case is being actually tried, require a complet: 
book—one which omits nothing that is really relevant. They ae 
not got an elaborate law library with Chitty’s Statutes, Mew’s Digest, 
the Chronological Index of Statutes, the Digest of Overruled Cases, 
to give them full information on minor points. If they had such a 
library, they have neither the leisure nor the special training neces- 
sary to consult it with real utility. Therefore practical text-books 
on Local Government simply must be exhaustive at any cost. It is 
one of the great merits of Mr. Mackenzie’s work, as well as of the 
other well-known treatises edited by this writer, that it is both 
exhaustive and accurate. Amongst other important details of legis 
lative enactment which have not escaped the editor's attention are 
the Development and Road Improvement Funds Act, 1909, which 
creates a new Road Board with almost unlimited powers ; those 
sections of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, which relate to the 
licence duties on motor-cars and motor spirit— relevant because the 
product of the tax is to be spent on road improvements, and an alter- 
ation casually introduced into the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, to 
transfer the hearing of appeals from indictments for the non-repair 
of highways and bridges from the criminal to the civil courts 
New cases are, of course, carefully noted ; the most interesting are a 
series relating to “extraordinary traffic” which appear at pages 529 
to 546. The result of the leading cases is clearly condensed into four 
propositions at page 541, and an undecided point of importance 
namely, the exact moment at which an extraordinary industry ceases 
to be such and becomes ordinary—is very fully discussed. Just in 
passing we would suggest that Mr. Mackenzie might refer a little 
more frequently to the decisions of the Local Government Board : 
although not precedents, these decisions are in practice followed 
by justices of the peace as well as by the inspectors and auditors of 
the board itself. With this slight criticism we take leave of this 
excellent edition of a classical 4vork. 
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Ejectment. 


Tue Law or Esectment or Recovery OF Possession or Lanp ; 
With AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND A FuLt INDEX. By Joun 
Hersert Wiiiiams, LL.M., and Water BaLpwyn Yates, B.A., 
Barristers-at-Law. Seconp Eprtion. By the Authors. Sweet « 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The action for recovery of possession of land is not shrouded in the 
mystery which attended the original action of ejectment, but its ap 
yropriate use involves knowledge of various important branches of 
oe and a new edition of Messrs. Williams and Yates useful book is 
welcome. The action is founded upon an immediate right of entry 
in the plaintiff, and he has, of course, the option of asserting this right, 
where S can do so peaceably, without recourse tolegal aid. Hence 
| the nature of the right of entry, and the restrictions on its forcible 


| exercise, are discussed in the preliminary chapters. Forcible entry 


| and detainer depend, it is well known, on statutes of Rich. 2 and 
Hen. 6, but there have been important decisions on these in recent 
times—such as Beddall v. Maitland (17 Ch. D. 174) and Edwick vy. 
Hawkes (18 Ch. D. 199)—and it is frequently necessary to consider 
the steps which an owner can safely take to recover possession 
without recourse to law. If self-help is not open to him, then he 
has to choose according to the circumstances among the various 
remedies in the High Court, in the county court, and before justices, 
which are enumerated in chapter 2. 
The most usual occasion Sor taiadine anaction of ejectment is when 
a landlord claims to recover possession against his tenant, either on 
determination of the tenancy by lapse of time or by notice, or on 
forfeiture for breach of covenant ; and a series of chapters are de- 
voted to these cases, They include a discussion of estoppel between 
landlord and tenant, of notice to quit, and of forfeiture and waiver 
of forfeiture. Reference 1s made to the recent cases on notice to 
quit, such as Soames v. Nicholson (1902,1 K. B. 157) and Lewis vy. 
Baker (1906, 2 K. B. 599). With regard to periodical tenancies, other 
than yearly tenancies, the authors say (p. 39) that it does not yet seem 
to have been definitely decided that, in the absence of agreement, there 
is any implied term in such tenancies as to the length of notice. The 
authorities may be conflicting, but we are under the impression that 
it is now the rule in short tenancies—quarterly, monthly and weekly 
that the notice must correspond in length to the period of the 
tenancy 


The chapter on forfeiture contains a very useful summary of the 


authorities on the breaches of covenant which occasion a forfeiture : 
and as regards re-entry for the forfeiture, the references include the 
recent important cases of Serjeant v. Nash, Field, d Co. (1903, 2 
K. B. 304) and Moore v. U/eoats Mining Co. (1908, 1 Ch. 575). In 
the chapters dealing with ejectment generally, the new position of 
personal representatives under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, is duly 
noticed, and the chapter devoted to Statutes of Limitation—an 
important branch of this subject—contains a convenient summary of 
the provisions of the Real Property Limitation Acts, 1833 and 1874, 
and the cases on them. Perhaps the most interesting of the recent 
cases is Williams v. Thomas (1909, 1 Ch. 713), where the Court of 
Appeal held that the Acts do not apply to an action for dower, 
though the widow may be barred by laches. The book is an inter- 
esting and full treatise on title and procedure to recover possession 
of land. 





Bills of Exchange. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW or BILLs oF EXCHANGE, Promissory 
Nores, BANK Notes AND CHEQUES. By the Rt. Hon. Sir Jonny 
BARNARD By es, late one of the Judges cf Her Majesty’s Court 
of Common Pleas. Tuk Seventeentn Epition. By Watrer 
J. Barnarp Byies and Erte R. Watson, LL.B. (Lond.), Barris 
ters-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


An interesting table prefixed to this edition of “ Byles on Bills” 
shews the progress of the work. The first edition was published 
in 1829, and all the editions down to the ninth, in 1866, were by the 
author. The tenth, in 1870, was by Mr. M. Barnard Byles, and the 
forty years which have elapsed since that date have called for seven 
more editions which have all borne the family name of the original 
author, either alone or with collaborators. The long period of the 
currency Of the book has witnessed a decisive change in the form 
of the law in the passing of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. and 
this has necessitated corresponding changes in the work. In the 
present edition the editors have adopted the obviously con 
venient course—we should have thought the only possible course 
of inserting the actual words of the statute in the text instead of a 
mere paraphrase of the various sections. The Act is re arranged to 
suit the arrangement of the book. To this, of course, there is no 

| objection. But the book itself takes the form of a commentary on the 
provisions of the Act, and the editors have taken occasion in the 
present edition to revise each note, and to retain only those cases 
| which are of practical importance at the present time. The result is 
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that the work now forms a practical treatise on the subject suited 
to modern requirements. One of the chief subjects of recent 
litigation is that of the collection and payment of crossed cheques, 


and at pp. 39-42 there is an interesting summary of the cases which | 


led to the passing of the Bills of Exchange (Crossed Cheques) Act, 
1906, the only statutory change which it has been found necessary to 
make in the Act of 1882 ; and under section 7 (3), which enacts that 
where the payee is fictitious the bill may be treated as payable to 
bearer, there is a useful summary of Vag/iano’s case (1891, A. C. 107), 
with the subsequent cases of Clutton v. Attenborough (1897, A. C. 90), 
and Vinden v. Hughes (1905, 1 K. B. 795). The editors have shewn 
much diligence and skill in bringing the edition up to date. 


Justices. 


Srong’s Justices’ MANUAL: BEING THE YEARLY JUSTICES’ 

PRACTICE FoR 1911. Forty-THIRp Epirion. Edited by J. R. 

20BERTS, Solicitor, Clerk to the Justices, Licensing Justices, 

Compensation Authority, Lunacy Visitors, and Prison Visiting 

Committee of Newcastle-upen-Tyne. Shaw & Sons; Butter- 

worth & Co. 

It is unnecessary to review at length the new annual edition of 
this standard work, and it would be superfluous to praise a book, 
which is in the hands of most magisterial benches Pm Nabe 
breadth of England and Wales. It is enough to mention the chief legis- 
lative enactments which the Statute Book of 1910 has added to the 
subject-matter of the book. First of all, in importance as well as in 
magnitude, is the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910, with the cog- 
nate clauses in the Budget of the same year. Then we have the 
Diseases of Animals Act, 1910, which prohibits the export of unfit 
horses, and the Children Act (1908) Amendment Act, 1910, which was 
rendered necessary by the decision of Court of Criminal Appeal in 2. 
v. Moon (1910, 1 K. B. 818)—where it was held that the guardians of 
a girl under sixteen could nct be convicted of acquiescing in her seduc 
tion, unless she had been previously of virtuous life. In addition to 
a number of lesser statutory additions, one hundred and fifty cases 
decided in 1910 have been cited in the text—a proof of the great 
vitality and complexity of those laws which justices are called upon 
to adininister. By the way, Burden v. Ruler (27 T. L. R. 140), 
which decided that the mere holding of a public meeting on a high- 
way is not obstruction in the absence of some actual interference 
with passengers, ought to have been quoted under “ Highways” et 
p. 494, as well as under “ Public Meetings” at p. 1133. The case 
of Horner v. Cadman (50 J.P. 454) is practically overruled by Burden 
v. Rigler, and this should have been pointed out in the text. As it 
is, there is the danger that justices who consult this book on the 
point—as they are sure to do—may go wrong and convict under the 
older case. This is the only omission we have detected in this able 
and careful treatise. 





Eientn Epition. By 


Tue MacistratEes’ GENERAL PRACTICE. 1 
CuaR_es MILNer Atkinson, M.A. (Cantab.), Stipendiary Magis- 
trate for the City of Leeds. Stevens & Sons ; Sweet & Maxwell. 


The first edition of this Practice came out in 1895, as a rival to 
Stone’s Justices’ Manual, and incorporated two works which in the 
early Victorian age had a considerable vogue—namely, Stone's 
Practice (Macnamara) and Wigram’s Justices’ Note-Boek (Bodkin). 
The seventh edition appeared in 1910, so that the issue of a new 
edition indicates the intention of the publishers to transform their 
Practice into an annual work, like its rival which we have just 
named. We welcome this rivalry, since the existence side by side of 
two works on any branch of practice always leads to great improve- 
ment in each, The chief characteristic of the book we are 
reviewing is its excellent arrangement ; the five introductory chapters 
are more complete and methodical than the corresponding parts of 
“Stone.” On the other hand, the substance of the work—ramtly, 
the classification of offences and the detailed exposition of each, 
while very good, does not appeal to us quite as much as the older 
book does. It is, of course, matter of individual taste, but we 
prefer to see cases relegated to a footnote rather than incorporated 
in the text, as here ; it is easier to follow all of them at a glance. The 
list of penalties and the magistrates’ calendar are very useful features, 
but we should like to see a more complete index. The law in the 
book is sound and up-to-date ; but here and there we seem to see in 
it a certain colour—the learned editor has “ views of his own.” The 
book is most readable, and is sure to prove in time a formidable rival 
to “Stone.” 


Trust Accounts. 


A Dicest or tae Law or Trust Accounts CHrerty IN RELATION | 


TO LirEOWNER AND ReMAINDERMAN. By WALTER STRACHAN, 
Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 


The main questions, as the author of this work points out, which 


arise between tenant for life and remainderman are (1) whether any 
particular item belongs to one or the other ; and (2) if both have 
rights in it, how the necessary adjustment is to be made. The 
opening chapter deals with the first of these questions, and the 
author lays down rules for distinguishing on ibecselical grounds 
between capital and income. His definition of capital as a “fund ” 
and income as a “flow” may be a truism in simple cases ; but of 
course it is adopted as a basis for applying the distinction in cases of 
difficulty, and the chapter, which 1s founded on the economic work 
of Prof. Irving Fisher, of Yale University, is an interesting attempt 
to apply scientific ideas to the subject. The remaining chapters 
enunciate the practical rules to be deduced from the authorities, 
including those on adjustments between beneticiaries. One of the 
most important matters is the conversion of wasting or un- 
pe securities, and the cases referred to at p. 93 shew the 
advance which has been made by the court in recent years in recog- 
pizinga mere power of retaining investments as effected to make 
existing investments authorized investments for the purposes of the 
will, Attention may also be called tochapter 14, on the incidence of 
costs between beneficiaries, a matter which frequently occasions 
difficulty to the practitioner. The cases which shew whether 
costs relating to particular legacies or shares of residue are to be 
borne by the particular fund or the general residue are very usefully 
collected at pp. 66-69. The book is the result of a careful and able 
study of the subject. 


Trade Unions. 


THe Law RELATING TO TRADE Untons. By Joun Henry GREEN- 
woop, B.Sc., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The aim of the author who has compiled this volume has been, not 
so much to produce a legal treatise for the benefit of lawyers, as to 
supply a guide which will make the law of trade unions intelligible 
to trade union officials and others, who have not ready access to the 
Law Reports. In pursuance of this object, the decided cases are set 
out in very full detail, both facts and judgments being given at 
considerable length. The explanatory passages taken from the 
judgments are well chosen, and the trade union official who really 
wishes to understand the reason for the law has a much better chance 
of doing so after perusing this book than he has hitherto possessed. 
In addition to a table of cases, a table of statutes, and a reasonably 
extensive index, the book contains six chapters and a series of 
appendices. Chapter I. courageously attempts a task which much 
larger books too often shirk ; the author attempts to explain the 
precise legal status of a trade union. The fact, so often forgotten, 
that trade unions were not created by the Act of 1871, is put in the 
forefront, and the numerous recent cases which turn on this point are 
dealt with. It should always be remembered that the courts will 
enforce agreements by a trade union when its objects are good at 
common law ; the exclusion of the jurisdiction of the courts by the 
Acts of 1871 only applies to unions in so far as their objects were 
illegal prior to the statute. Failure to appreciate this simple 
distinction has led astray many a judge of first instance not cther- 
wise given to obvious blunders. In Chapter II. the doctrine of 
restraint of trade is careffilly explained ; Chapters ILI. and [V. deal 
with the liability of trade unions in contract and tort ; Chapter V. 
discusses the incidents of strikes, and their treatment by the law ; 
the final chapter relates to trade union funds. I+ is a good hand 
book, and likely to prove useful to the lawyer as well as the official. 


sankruptcy. 

Gipson AND WELDON’s STUDENT'S BANKRUPTCY: INTENDED AS 
AN EXPLANATORY TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF 
3ANKRUPTCY, PREPARED SPECIALLY FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS, 
AND More PARTICULARLY FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS FOR THE 
Frnat (Pass) anp Honours EXAMINATIONS oF THE Law 
Society. SrxtH Eprtion. By Artuur WeELpoN and W. Gipson 
Rrvincton, M.A. The “ Law Notes” Publishing Ottices. 

The last edition of this work was produced in 1906. The period 
since that date has seen no fresh statute law, and the task of the 
editors has a revision of the text, and to the 
inclusion of the recent report d cases. The order of proc eedings in 
bankruptcy furnishes the arrangement of the work. After chapters 
explaining who may be made bankrupt, and the various acts of 
bankruptcy, the steps in arriving at adjudication are described ; and 
then successive chapters deal with the functions of the trustee and 
ef the committee of inspection, the property of the bankrupt, 
the effect of the bankruptcy on antecedent transactions, and proof 
of debts, and with the courts having jurisdiction and the procedure 

|in bankruptcy. In the chapter on the property of the bankrupt, 

| the sections dealing with disclaimer and with property of which 
the bankrupt is reputed owner are well written, and give the 
reader clear information on those matters, which are of great impor- 

i but in the table of contents relating to this 


been confined to 


‘tance in practice ; 
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xiv.) the he ading ‘ted sperty of 
is Re »pute sd Owner” is inserted in the wrong place, and it would be 
convenient for the error to be corrected. The work is a useful | 
summary of the subject, whether for the student or the practitioner. 





chapter (p. Which the Bankrupt | 





Books of the Week. 


Supplement to Encyclopsedia 
England.—Second Annual Supplement to the Encyclopedia of 
the Laws of England: being a Digest of Current Law. Edited by 
Max A. Ropertson, Barrister-at-Law. Tempor: ary Volume for use 


of Laws of 


during 1911. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); W. Green & Sons, 
Edinburg th. 

Hire and Hire-Purchase.—The Law relating to Hire and 
Hire-Purchase. By James D. Casse.s, Barrister-at-Law. Butter- 
worth & Co. 

Probate.—The Law and Practice of the Probate Division of 


Stamp 


the High Court of Justice, with Appendices of Statutes, 
Duties, Rules, Instructions, and Memoranda, Fees, Costs, Forms, and 
Precedents of Pleading. By H. Crirrorp Mortimer, B.A., LLB., 


Maxwell (Limited). 


farrister-at-Law. Sweet & 


Correspondence. 


Super-tax, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and We ekly Reporte r.| 
Sir,—The question dealt with in this letter, though not a matter 
of great importance to our clients, is yet a matterof considerable 
public interest, and is one which, if not shortly decided by the courts 
in one way or the other, must recur with the death of any citizen 


who in his lifetime has been assessed to super-tax. 


In the course of the year ending the 5th April, 1910, A. B. was 
issessed for super-tax under section 66 of 10 Edw. 7,c¢. 8, such assess- 
ment being -_ on the ordinary income tax assessment for the 
previous year. . B. died in October, 1910, and in March, 1911, his 
executors were assessed for super-tax in respect of his estate. This 
assessment was for the whole of the year ending 5th April, 1911, and 
was based on the ordinary income tax assessment made on the 
deceased for the year ending 5th April, 1910, Do you consider that 
this was a proper assessment ? 

By the effect of 10 Edw. for the purpose of 
computation of super-tax, the income to be assessed is to be taken 
to be the total income from all sources for the previous year estimated 
in the same manner as is required for the purpose of exemption or 
abatement under the Income Tax Acts. 10 Edw. 7, c. 8 s. 72 (6) 
applic sall the provisions of the Income Tax Acts to super-tax so 
far as applicable. 

6 Vict. c. 35, s. 134, 
the 


7, c. 8 8. 66 (2), 


fy 


it is provided that where a person 


By 5 W n 
of the year for making the 


charged shall die aSsess- 


before end 


ment, it shall be lawful for his executors to apply for amendment of 
the assessment. Should not this section apply to the relief of 
A. B.’s estate in this instance? It is to be observed that to obtain 
such relief death must occur before the end of the year for making 
the assessment. Rule LV. of the rules applying to the first and 
second cases of Schedule D to the Act of 1842 seems also to be 


In that case it is provided that where a person succeeds 
to a business, duty shall be computed, not on such person’s previous 
but on the previous income of the business to which he has 
that the principle underlying .~ se statutes 
is that the practice of assessing a man’s income on the basis of pre 
vious years is a practice instituted merely for the convenience of 
assessment, the income of previous years being the best available 
estimate of what is likely to be a man’s income during the year of 
assessment. Where, by reason of death, the estimate is fals iffe d, the 
statutes do not allow the estimate to override the taxpayer’s equity 


relevant. 


income, 
succeeded, thus shewing 


to an amendment 

In the prese t case the deceased “Hy during half the year of 
assessment and his income (as shewn by the previous year’s assess- 
ment for income tax) exceeded £10,000, so th, it if he were assessed 


up to the date of his death, he would, it is submitted, be liable for 
some portion of the duty now claimed —z.¢., a proportion up to the 
date of his death. According to the commissioners’ contention, 
however, if his estate is to be liah le fora 0 year’s duty in respe ct 
of the pr year of assessment, it will be liable for half a year’s 
duty next The deceased would, therefore, have been charged 
in toto with irs’ super-tax though he only survived eighteen 


sent 
year. 
2) yee 


ros alter the date on which the super-tax was (according to the 
gin to operate (V1Z., 


) to be; April 6th, 1909). 


| 


| 


| 


applied to the condition of ag 


Have any of your corre esponde nts had experience of the point? 

May 11. A. 

[We should be glad to hear the views of readers on the contention 
mentione’ by our correspondent, which is new to us. We hope to 
| consider it hereafter.—Ep. S../.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


MURPHY v. THE KING. 12th May. 


Decision or Loca, PeNns1on COMMITTEE—STATUTORY 
‘FrnaL AND Conctusive’’—Otp Ace 
c. 40), ss. 2, 7 (1), 9. 


O_p Ace PEeNsIoNn 
ConDITIONS—J URISDICTION 
Pensions Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, 


By section 2 (1) of the Old Age Pensions Act, 1908, a person to be 
eligible for an Old Age Pension under the Act must inter alia have 
attained the age of seventy. By section 7 (1) if any question arises as to 
whether the statutory conditions continue to be fulfilled the question has 
to go to the local pénsion committee, decision shall be final and 
conclusive unless there is an appeal to the Central Committee. By sec- 
tion 9, if it is found at any time that a person has been in receipt of an 
old age pension while the statutory conditions were not fulfilled in hia 
case, or while he was disqualified from receiving the pension, he, or in 
the case of his death, his personal representative, shall be liable to repay 
to the Treasury any sume paid to him in respect of the pension while 


wAose 


the statutory conditions were not fulfilled or while he was disqualified 
for receiving the pension, and the amount of those sums may be re 
overed as a debt due to the Crown. The question of the age of « 


person im recevpt of a pension may be the subject of investigation ut 
as the question of age is a statutory condition which had to 


any time, 
as a condition of the right to receive the 


*‘ continue to be ful fille "fags 
pension. 

So held, dismissing an appeal by the suppliant from a decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Ireland (reported 1911, 2 Ir. Rep. 80). 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal in Ireland (reported 
1911, 2 Ir. Rep. 80). The appellant was the administrator of one 
Elizabeth Murphy, who had died since the proceedings were instituted 
In October, 1908, Elizabeth Murphy claimed an old age pension. The 
local pension committee decided that she was seventy years of age and 
entitled to a pension at the rate of 5s. a week. The pension officer did 
not appeal from that decision. After the expiration of the prescribed 
time for appealing the pension officer discovered new facts and new 
evidence tending to shew that Elizabeth Murphy had not attained seventy 
He duly raised the question of her age before the local 
but they refused to alter their previous decision. 
central pension authority—the Local 
Government Board for Ireland—who decided that the applicant had not 
ittained the age of seventy and disallowed the pension. The present 
proceedings were then instituted by Elizabeth Murphy, claiming a 
declaration that she was entitled to a pension of 5s. per week, her case 
resting on the fact that the decision of the local pension committee (there 
having been no appeal from it) was under section 7 (2) of the Act ‘* final 
and conclusive,’’ and that there was no jurisdiction under any circum 
stances either in the committee or the Local Government Board to re 
open or re-consider any question of fact (including the question of the 
age) thereby decided. Counsel for the respondents were not 


years of age. 
pension committee, 
He thereupon appealed to the 


ap pell: ints 
heard. 
Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, 
said it was clear that the decision of the central committee was final and 
conclusive if they had jurisdiction to make this order appealed from 
The case put forward on behalf of the appellant was that the words in 
‘ whether map conditions continue to be fulfilled,’’ cannot be 
because when anyone is once over seventy 
he must be always seve nty, oad there is no part of the United Kingdom 
so fortunate that people grow younger in it. He did not think that was 
un accurate view. Section 9 evidently contemplated the possibility of 
und the claimant being obliged to recoup the Treasury for what 
If the argument for the appellant was right 
then this strange result would ensue: the applicant would be con 
tinuously entitled to be paid, and at the same time the Crown would 
be continuously entitled to be repaid. In his opinion, if at any time 
iny of the statutory conditions was not truly fulfilled then the 
machinery might be placed in motion and the question brought before 
the local committee, and then there might be an appeal to the central 
committee. The question was open whether the condition was at that 
date fulfilled or not. It was also true that the result of so holding 
was to allow the question of age to be raised repeatedly by the Crown 
The same was also true of the claimant, for the claimant might re 


peatedly renew the application. 


section 7, 


error 
had been paid in error 


ASHBOURNE, ALVERSTONE, ATKINSON, and SHAW or DUNFERM 
The appeal was therefore dismissed.—CouNsEL, all 
of the Irish Bar, were James O’Connor, K.C., and 
Edmond Lupton, for the appellant; The Attorney-General for Ireland 
Redmond Barry, K.C.), Ronan, K.C., and W. EF. Wylie, for the 
respondents. Soticrrors, George Gavan Duffy, for M. J. O'Connor & 


Lords 
LINE concurred. 
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Dublin. 


Co., Dublin; Beveridge, Greig, & Co., for JT. T. McCredy & eed 
[Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Court of Appeal. 


PUNAMCHAND SHRICHAND & CO. «. TEMPLE. No.:. Sth May 


MoNEY-LENDER—ACTION ON PROMISSORY Note—CREDITOR Pap LESSER 
Sum By Tuirp Party on CoNDITION THAT THE BILL WAS TO BE 
DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN Mer In Futt—Sum PLacep To ACCOUNT, AND 
AcTION FOR BALANCE BROUGHT AGAINST Despror—LiIaBILITy OF 
DEFENDANT. 

The defendant gave a promissory note to the plaintiffs for 1,500 
rupees. The defendant’s father, without any agreement with the | 
plaintiffs, sent them a sum of 650 rupees, to be accepted by the plaintiffs 
in full settlement. The plaintiffs declined to accept it as such, but | 
retained it on account, and gave the defendant credit for the same, and 
then sued him for the balance. 


Held, that the plaintiffs having elected to retain the money sent by 
the defendant’s father, must be deemed to have accepted it on the terms 
on which it was offered them—namely, in full satisfaction of the debt, 
and therefore the dejendant was entitled to judgment, since the plain- 
tiffs must be deemed to be no longer holders of the note. 


Decision of Scrutton, J. (reported 55 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 238), 
reversed. 


Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of Scrutton, J. (reported 
55 Soxicrrors’ JournNAL 238; 27 T. L. R. 178). The defendant, Lieu 
tenant Temple, while in India, gave the plaintiffs, an Indian firm of 
money-lenders, a promissory note for 1,500 rupees at 2 per cent. 
interest per month, ‘‘ money payable on demand at Poona, Bombay, o1 
elsewhere.”’ The plaintiff subsequently approached Sir Richard 
Temple, who was the defendant’s father, with a view to his buying the 
bill. He put the matter in the hands of his solicitors, and when they 
found that only 500 rupees had been given in cash they sent the 
plaintiffs a cheque, payable in India, for 500 rupees, the principal 
money, and 150 rupees as interest, 650 rupees in all, with a letter 
stating that they would be glad to receive the promissory note in 
exchange. Instead of sending the bill, the plaintiffs wrote that they 
refused to accept the draft in full settlement of the claim, but that 
they had cashed it and would retain the money on account, and would 
give the defendant credit for the same. This Sir Richard Temple would 
not agree to, and the plaintiffs then brought the action claiming the 
balance and interest, which amounted to £87 odd. Scrutton, J., held 
that there was no accord and satisfaction, and that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to recover the balance.—The defendant appealed. 


VaucHan Wiis, L.J., in giving judgment, said that Scrutton, J., 
had dealt with the case very largely on the question whether in this 
transaction there could be said to have been accord and satisfaction. 
Che learned judge came to the conclusion that there had not been 
accord and satisfaction. Speaking personally, he was inclined to agree 
with that view, as prima facie an agreement in accord and satisfaction 
was an agreement made between a person who was under an obligation 
which he had not performed and another person who was a party to 
the contract, and, generally speaking, any agreement of accord and | 
satisfaction must be made between each of the parties to the contract. 
He hesitated very much to say himself that there could be any agreement 
of accord and satisfaction in respect of a contract as between one party 
to it and another party who was a stranger to it. But in his view, Sir 
tichard Temple’s cheque having been retained by the money-lenders 
and cashed by them, the court ought to draw the conclusion that the 
plaintiffs in keeping the draft agreed to accept it on the terms on which 
it was sent. Assuming, therefore, that there was no accord and satis 
faction, what was the defence that could be pleaded here? In his view | 
it was this : that the plaintiffs had ceased to be holders of the promis 
sory note upon which they had sued. They ceased to he holders of it 
because really, in the hands of the plaintiffs, it ceased to be a negotiable | 
instrument just as much as if there had been upon acceptance of the | 
cheque sent by Sir Richard Temple an erasure of the signature of 
the maker of the note. If there had been an erasure of the signature 
the defendant would have had a clear defence to the action, although 
it was the result of an agreement to which he was no party. But 
assuming it had not ceased to be a negotiable instrument, in his lord 
ship’s judgment the very moment the cheque was retained and cashed, 
the result was to create a trust as between Sir Richard Temple and 
the money-lenders, so that any money which was recovered by the 
latter, if they did recover it, from the maker of the note, would have | 
been held by the money-lenders jin trust for Sir Richard Temple. His | 
lordship did not think it made the slightest difference in the circum. 
stances that the amount of the cheque sent by Sir Richard was not the | 
full amount of the promissory note, but a very much smaller amount, 
because, between Sir Richard and the plaintiffs there was an agreement 
by the latter to receive the money in satisfaction of the debt. In these 
circumstances the appeal must be allowed. 


FietcHer Movtton, L.J., in concurring, said, in his opinion, there 
was a clear agreement between the plaintiff and Sir Richard Temple, 
and he was not quite sure that he did not go rather farther in that 
respect than the President of the court. 


Farwett, L.J., also agreed, and the appeal was accordingly allowed | 


and judgment entered for the defendant.—CounseL, Bankes, K.C., and 
Ashworth James, for the appellants; Clayton, K.C., and Cecil Walsh, 
for the respondents. Soricitors, Ramsden & Co.; Rising & Ravens- 
croft. 

[Reported by Exsxins Rep, Barrister-at-Law.) 


WEST v. GWYNNE. No. 2. 10th May. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—LeEAsE—COVENANT NOT TO ASSIGN WITHOUT 
CONSENT—PAYMENT FOR LeAve TO AssIGN—LEASE GRANTED IN 1874 
Revier to Lessee—Conveyancine Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 
13), s. 3. 
Section 3 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, applies to leases in existence 
at the date of tre Act, as well as to leases granted subsequently. 
The effect of the refusal by a landlord to give his consent to assign- 


| ment by a lessee except on payment of a fine is to relieve the lessee 


from the necessity of obtaining the lessee’s consent. 

Appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. The plaintiffs were assignees 
of certain leasehold premises demised by the defendant by a lease dated 
the 3lst of July, 1874, for a term of 944 years from the 25th of March, 
1874. The lease contained a covenant by the lessees against assigning 
or subletting without the written consent of the defendant, and also 
the usual proviso for re-entry on breach of any of the lessee’s 
covenants and the usual lessor’s covenant for quiet enjoyment. The 
plaintifis applied to the defendant for his consent to a proposed under- 
lease for twenty-one years of part of the demised premises, but the 
defendant declined to grant a licence to underlet except on condition 
that he should receive one-half of the surplus rental to be obtained 
by the plaintiffs in respect of the demised premises over and above 
the rent payable under the lease. The plaintiffs claimed a declaration 
that the defendant was not entitled to impose the condition and for a 
further declaration that in the circumstances the plaintiffs were entitled 
to grant the proposed underlease on the terms approved by the de- 
fendant other than the said condition. The defendant contended that 
section 3 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1892, did 
not apply to leases granted before the commencement of the Act. 
Joyce, J., made the declaratory order asked for. The defendant 
appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktey and Kennepy, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—Joyce, J., has held that section 3 of the Con 
veyancing Act, 1892, is of general application, and I agree with his view. 
In the first place, the language of the section is perfectly general, ‘* in 
all leases,’’ and there is nothing in the section itself to confine it to 
leases subsequent to the Act. In the second place, sections 2, 4, and 
5 of the Act are plainly general, for they are amendments of section 14 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which by sub-section 9 is expressly 
declared to be general, and it would be strange that the interposed 
rection 3 should not also be general. In the third piace, the Legisla- 
ture appears to have regarded the exaction of a fine as the price of con- 
sent to an assignment as so unreasonable that it ought not 
to be deemed to have been part of the bargain unless 


expressly mentioned in the lease itself. This is a ques- 
tion of general policy equally applicable to all leases. 
I do not forget the words ‘‘ unless the lease contains an expressed 


provision to the contrary words which it is urged point to the 
future. But those words are not inapplicable to the past, and precisel 
similar words are foundsein section 46 of the Settled Estates Act, 1877, 
empowering a tenant for life to grant certain leases ‘‘ unless the 
settlement shall contain an express declaration "’ to the contrary. It 
was argued that a statute is presumed not to have a retrospective 
operation unless the contrary appears by express language or by 
necessary implication. I assent to this general proposition, but I fail 
to appreciate its application to the present case. ‘‘ Retrospective 
operation”’ is an inaccurate term. Almost every statute affects rights 
which would have been in existence but for the statute. Section 46 of 
the Settled Estates Act, 1877, above referred to, is a good example of 
this. Section 3 does not annul or make void any existing contract; it 
only provides that in the future, unless there is found an express 
provision authorising it, there shall be no right to exact a fine. I 
doubt whether the power to refuse consent to an assignment except 
upon the terms of payil fine can fairly be called a vested right or 
interest. Upon the whole I think section 3 is a general enactment 
based on grounds of public policy, and I decline to construe it in such 


| a way as to render it inoperative for many years wherever leases for 


99 vears. or it may be for 999 years, are jn existence. Another point 
was raised which I shall deal with shortly. It was conceded that the 
landlord had declined to give his consent to underletting, except on 
payment of a fine. It was said by each of the three members of this 
court who decided Andrew v. Bridgman (1908, 1 K. B. 596) that the 


effect of such refusal was to relieve the lessee from the necessity of 
obtaining the lessor’s consent Those observations were not necessary 
for the decision and may be regarded as mere dicta. But the question 


now arises for decision, and I adhere to my former view, which was 
adopted by Joyce, J., and I decide accordingly. The appeal must 
be dismissed with coets 

3ucKLEY and Kennepy, L.JJ., also delivered judgment dismissing the 
appeal.—CounseL, Hughes, K.C., and R&R. EB Moore ; Younger, K.C., 
and Ward Coldridge. Soricrrors, Johnstone & Wiley; Reed & Reed. 


Reed. 


[Reported by J. I. Strative, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


EDMONDSON +. COPLAND. Joyce, J. 29th and 30th March; 
27th and 28th April; 9th May. 


MortcaGor anp MortGacee—DeMAND ror Payment Orr—TEenpER— 
AppiTionat Iwrerest tx Lrev or Norice—Keerinc Money IDLE AFTER 
TEenver. 


When a mortgagee has served notice to repay on the mortgagor, the 
mortgagor may at any time thereafter tender the amount due without 
himself giving notice, ond if his tender is refused he is not liable for 
additional interest in lieu of notice. But, in order to retain his right 
to pay no additional interest, he should pay the money into court, if 
there are proceedings in which this can be » Boy or he should keep the 
money ready and make no profit on it; or, if he makes a profit on it, he 
should account for such profit to the mortgagee 

Bartlett v. Franklin (1871, 15 W. 2. 1077, 36 L. J. Ch. 671) explained 
and distinguished. 


This was a summons by the defendant mortgagee in redemption pro 
ceedings to vary the Master's certificate by adding to the sum of £2,511, 
thereby found to be due and payable to the defendant, an amount 


| 
| 
| 
| 


mind, because he refers to the second volume of Burton’s Cases and 
Opinions, at p. 51. The passage in question, with which I agree, is 
‘“* But when the mortgagee requires payment, all notice is out of the 
case; it is not notice, but a demand, which the mortgagee has a right 
to make, without any limitation of time whatever; and consequent]; 
when the mortgagee has demanded his money, the mortgagor may bring 
it him the next day, and if he refuses to receive it he can no longe: 
demand interest ; for his demand of the money has made notice fror 
the mortgagor wholly unnecessary.’’ Well, on the 15th of Marc! 
the plantiffs’ solicitors write to the defendant’s solicitors and state tha 
they are willing to pay the money next day, an undertaking being give: 


| by the solicitors that the defendant should execute the deed of re 


equal to interest on the sum of £2,500 from the 16th of March, 1910, | 


to the 27th of July, 1911 (being six months from the date of the certi 
ficate), and by reversing the finding of the Master that legal tender of 
the sum of £2,553 13s. 4d. was made on the 16th of March, 1910. By 
two indentures, dated respectively the 8th of November, 1905, and the 
2nd of February, 1909, the plaintiffs mortgaged certain properties to 


the defendant to secure the repayment of the sum of £2,500, with | 


interest at 5 per cent., reducible to 44 per cent. On the 9th of Decem 
ber, 1909, the defendant gave notice to the plaintiffs to pay off the 
mortgages, together with all interest thereon, and further, that in 
default of your so doing within three calendar months from the date 
hereof ’’ the defendant intended “to sell the property subject to such 
mortgages, or to otherwise act as «he may be advised.’’ Correspondence 
ensued between the solicitors to the parties with reference to the draft 
reconveyance. On Friday, the 4th of March, 1910, the plaintiffs’ 
solicitors posted that document to the defendant's solicitors, and pro- 
vosed to complete at the defendant's solicitors’ office on the following 


Vednesday, the day on which the notice to pay off expired; but the | 


letter was wrongly addressed, and apparently arrived after office hours 
on Saturday. On Monday the defendant's solicitors replied that they 
could not complete on the 9th, ‘‘ as your clients will have to execute 
the deed before our client does so.’’ The subsequent facts were com 
plicated, but it is sufficient to mention here that on the 16th of March 
the plaintiffs executed the reconveyance, and tendered principal and 
interest up to date, which was refused on the ground that they were 
liable for six months’ additional interest in lieu of notice; that on the 
18th of May the plaintiffs took out an originating summons for redemp- 
tion; that the Master made his certificate in January, 1911, fixing the 
27th of February as the day for repayment; that on that date the 
plaintiffs attended and the defendant did not attend; and that this 
summons to vary was taken out by the defendant on the 31st of January, 
1911. It was agreed at the hearing that the action should be finally 
disposed of on this summons 

Joyce, J., in the course of his considered judgment, said : The sug 
gestion that the mortgagors have to execute the deed before the 
mortgagee is, to my mind, absurd. [His lordship then expressed the 
opinion that, on the evidence, the defendant’s solicitors might, without 
much inconvenience, have had the reconveyance executed by their client 
by the 9th of March, 1910, and continued :] I now turn to the draft 
reassignment. This is a perfectly simple document; it was not neces 
sary to make any alteration in it; and it was returned in the condition 
in which it was received by the defendant’s solicitors, with this note 
in the margin: ‘‘ Note.—Payment not having been made at the time 
appointed, the mortgagee’s notice not having been complied with, six 
months’ additional interest is payable in lieu of notice: see Bartlett v. 
Franklin (15 W. R. 1077, 36 L. J. Ch. 671).’’ The claim of the defen 
dant for that additional six months’ interest was disputed all along, 
and, in my opinion, was quite rightly disputed. I understand the law to 
be that no notice by the mortgagor, or payment of interest in lieu of 
notice, can be required where the mortgagee has demanded payment of 
the principal, or taken steps to compel payment. In Bartlett v. Prenklin 
the headnote is this ‘A mortgage was made for a definite term, and 
notice to pay off at the end of such term was given by the mortgagee. 
The mortgagor presented a petition to provide a fund to pay off the 
debt, which did not come on to be heard in time to pay the mortgagee 
before the expiration of the term. Held, that the mortgagee was entitled 
to six months’ interest in lieu of fresh notice.’’ Malins, V.C., said in 
his judgment : 
whatever whether the notice to pay off is given by the mortgagor o1 
by the mortgagee."’ I quite assent to that. ‘‘ The rule is, that when 
ever there is default on the part of the tender ’’—that, of course, must 
mean ‘‘ borrower "'—in payment of the debt on the day fixed for pay 
ment, he must give a fresh six months’ notice of his intention to pay 
it off, or allow the mortgagee six months’ interest in lieu of such notice.” 
Now if, in the passage I have just read, “day fixed for payment ”’ 
means the day on which the mortgage money was covenanted to be 


paid, I agree; but if it means the day fixed for payment in the notice | 


given by the mortgagee, I respectfully disagree. It is a very unsatis 
factory report, and [ am of opinion that it i& no authority except for 
what wae actually decided in the circumstances of that case. The 
Wee kly Pe Pp rfer 


for the 


reporter 


assignment. On the 16th there was a meeting at the offices of the 
defendant’s solicitors, and tender was made of principal and interest 
up to that date. Now it is conceded—and, having regard to the autho- 
rities, it is perfectly clear—that this was good legal tender of the proper 
amount, unless the plaintiffs were liable for six months’ additional 
interest in accordance with the note on the draft. It was refused on 
that ground. But I hold that, where such a notice was given, or 
demand made, as there was here, mere failure to pay within, or on 
the day of the expiration of, the three months does not render th 
mortgagor liable to pay an additional six months’ interest; and most 
certainly is this not so where the failure to pay happened, or was 
occasioned, as it was in the present case. Upon this point the defendant 
was wrong, and remained wrong throughout, and she certainly must 
pay the general costs of the action. [His lordship then dealt with th 
redemption summons, and the order of the 8th of July, 1910, for an 
account, payment, and reconveyance, and continued :] This was a very 
unfortunate proceeding. The only question was whether there had bee: 
a good legal tender. Both parties are to blame for taking an orde 
in that form. In January, 1911, the Master made his certificate, find 
ing what was due on the 16th of March, 1910 (the date of tender), ani 
also that legal tender of that sum was made on that date, and fixing 
the 27th of February for payment. On the 27th of February th 
plaintiffs attended, and the defendant did not, and nothing was done 
Then the summons to vary was taken out. Now the certificate i 
right, and what the summons asks is utterly wrong, except perhap 
as to the question of interest from the 16th of March, 1910, to the 
27th of February, 1911. I proceed to consider the question of interest 
The point ultimately raised in argument before me (which wae not 
raised by the summons) was that the mortgagor is liable for interes 
after tender unless he keeps the money idle, or dead, or something o! 
that kind. The law on this matter is variously stated in different 
books, but I think jt is clear that even after tender it is unreasonabh: 
that the mortgagor should have, and make full use of, the mortgagee’ 
money without paying interest. Upon the whole, I think (speaking 
broadly) that, in order to avoid payment of interest after tender im 
properly refused, the mortgagor must either pay the money into court 
if there are any proceedings in which it could be done, or keep th 
money ready, and either make no profit on it, or, if he has made 

profit (for example, by putting it on deposit at interest with his banker 

account for such profit to the mortgagee. Possibly paying into curren 
account would do, if the balance to credit always exceeded the mort 
gage money. Now what happened was this, so far as I understand it 
The money was never actually set aside, but on two occasions—namely 


| for the purposes of the tender on the 16th of March, and for the pur 


‘It is not my experience that it makes any difference | 


poses of the attendance on the 27th of February, the money was 
borrowed for a few hours from the plaintiff Edmondeon’s bankers with 
out any interest being charged for it. Without actually borrowing upon 
it, the plaintiff Edmondson left security at his bankers upon which 
he might have borrowed the money at any moment, and he left it for 
that purpose. In other words, as he contends, he left a sufficient 
amount of security idle. Meanwhile, I take it, he used in his bueiness 
the money borrowed from the defendant. Now from the 8th of July, 
1910—the date of the order—until after the Master’s certificate ther 
was no necessity for him to keep the money ready, or any of his 
securities idle, because it could not be called for until after the date 
of the certificate; and, to be strictly correct, he should not be liable 
for intereet during the few hours during which it was actually ready 
and idle. But, on the whole, and not without some doubt, I think I 
cannot relieve him from interest at 44 per cent. down to the actual 
payment of principal, he having all the time had the defendant's money 
and never having actually set aside this amount, or had to borrow it 
at interest for the purpose of paying or having the money ready to pay 
As I said before, the defendant must pay the general costs of thé 
action: and, though the certificate is not perfectly right, yet th 
summons to vary it is so wrong that I can see no good reason for making 
any distinction with reference to the costs, or part of the costs, of th: 
ipplication to vary. The defendant must_ pay the plaintiffs’ costs 
throuchout.—Counset, for the defendant, Younger, K.C., and A. # 
Topham ; for the plaintiffs, Hughes, K.C., and #. Ff. Ball. Sorscrrors 
Paines;: F. J. Berryman, for Brennan & Brennan, Maidstone. 
(Rep rted by H. F. Currie, Barrister-at-Law.! 
BURGHES v. ATTORNEY-GENERAL. Warrington, J. 20th March; 
26th and 27th April; 9th May. 


Revenve—Lanp VALvatton—Requisitions By COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 


| 


Revenve—Frnance (1909-10) Act, 1910 (10 Ep. 7, c. 8), ss. 26, 31- 
Form VIII. Lanp—Uwnavrnorizep Notice—ActTion AGAINST THE 
Crown—JURISDICTION—DecLARATORY JupGmMEeNT—R. 8S. C. XXV. 4, 5. 


Ry a notice (Form VIII. Land) purporting to be issued by the Com 


had evidently some doubt in his | missioners of Inland Revenue under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, 
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offered is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 
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LEGAL & GENER 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 








74°™" ANNUAL REPORT, 1910. 


NEW BUSINESS one oi we ee - +) c. 
NEW PREMIUMS isi - ‘on ‘il hi - Rw se es ei £167,000 
ASSETS exceeded .._... oe yan _ ee ee ee 
THE INCOME increased to... Sa , - ali et pe _ .. £1,024,000 


The Average Rate of Interest earned was £4 4s. 11d. per cent. The Valuation Rate of Interest is 
now Reduced to £2 10s. per cent. Om” Table of Mortality. 


The Business in force now exceeds £27,713,000. 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM OF LIFE ASSURANCE. 


BONUS REPORT, 1902-1906. 
The Surplus shown was ee ove .. £476,965 
Interim Bonuses paid during the ported .. se -_ = £23,857 
The rate of Bonus declared was Compound, viz.: 


£1 18s. per Cent. per Annum on the Sums Assured and Previous Bonus, 


On the basis of this rate of Profit, a Whole-Life or Endowment Assurance Policy for £1,000 would, irrespective of age at entry, 
be increased by Bonus, according to its duration, as shewn in the following Table :— 





Duration. 6 10 16 20 25 30 35 40 


Amount of Policy... £1,096 £1,199 £1,313 £1,488 £1,574 &£l, 724 £1,888 £2, 067 








The RESERVES were computed on a more stringent basis even than usual, the rate of Interest to be earned in the future 
being assumed to be 24 per cent. only; while the EXTRA reserves for safeguards and adjustments have been adopted as hitherto 


REMARKABLE PROCRESS IS SHOWN BY THE FOLLOWING TABLES :— 
STATEMENT OF BUSINESS. 











Bonvs Perriop. No. or Poticrgs. | New Sums AssuRED. INCREASES DURING THE PERIOD 1902- 1906. 
1887-1891 | 2,516 £3,827,957 Renewal Premiums from £422,246 to £692,004 
1892-1896 3,084 £5,485,146 Asect , > ay £38,904,284 ,, £5,502,987 
1897-1901 | 3,817 £6,786,706 seets.... », £8,904,284 ,, £5,502, 
1902-1906 11,757 £12,380,583 Sums Agsured..._,, £18,018,462 ,, £21,411,832 





Increase of Premium Income during the year 1910 ... £43,324 | Increase of Total Funds during the year 1910 =... £626,329 


ESTATE DUTIES. Policies are granted at specially low rates for Non-Profit Arsurances, and these are particularly advantageous 
for the purpose of providing Death Duties and Portions for Younger Children, 


REVERSIONS AND LIFE INTERESTS. These are purchased by the Society, and loans thereon are granted, 


on specially advantageous terms. 








The Directors are most desirous of increasing the number of the Society’s supporters, and invite communications from those willing t° 
represent the Society in London and the Provinces. 


Full information on application to— 


THE MANAGER, 10, Fleet-street, London. 
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the plaintiff was required to give the names and addresses of persons | intimates that the recipient, if he fails to furnish any of the informa- 


to whom he paid, or for whom, as agent, he received rent in respect of 


any land situate im the parish or place of P.; in an annexed form to 
give the description and situation of the land, and to return the form, 
when completed, to the land valuation officer, on pain of a penalty of 
£50. The plaintiff refused to supply the information, and instituted an 
action against the Attorney-Ge | seeking a declaration that the 
notice was unauthorized, and that he was not bound to comply therewith. 

Held, that the notice was unauthorized by section 31 of the said 
Finance Act, and therefore void ; that the court had power in the action 
to make a declaration to that effect; and that, under the circumstances 
of the case, such a declaration should be made. 

Dyson v. Attorney-General (55 Soricrrors’ JourNat 168; 1911, 1 K. B. 
410) followed. 


In this action the plaintiff sought a declaration that a notice issued 
by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue was illegal, unauthorized, and 
ultra vires, and that he was under no obligation to comply with the 
requisitions contained therein, or any of them. The plaintiff was a 
collector of rents, and in particular received, as agent for the owner, 
rents payable in respect of certain land in the borough of West Ham, 
situate in that part of the borough which, for purposes of income-tax 
alone, is a “‘ parish,’’ and as such called Plaistow South. On the 26th 
of August, 1910, he received from the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
a notice requiring certain information for the purpose of the valuation 
of land, prescribed by the Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910 (10 Ed. 7, c. 8). 
This notice, which was known as Form VIII. Land, required the 
recipient ‘to furnish within thirty days from this date (1) the name 
and address of every person to whom you pay rent jin respect of any 
land situated within, or partly within, the parish or place of Plaistow 
South; (2) the name and address of every person on behalf of whom 
you, as agent, receive any rent in respect of any land situate within, 
or partly within, the aforesaid parish or place. Forms are pro 
vided on the other side, in which the required information should be 
inserted. When completed, the return should be forwarded to the 
appointed officer, N. G. Anstey, 521, Barking-road, land valuation 
officer. 


is liable to a penalty not exceeding £50.’’ The forms provided were 





Any person who is required to furnish the information specified | 


above, and wilfully fails to do so within the time limited in this notice, | 
i | unauthorized. 


to be filled up (1) by every person who pays rent in respect of land | 
within the aforesaid parish or place, (2) by every person who, as agent | 
for another, receives rent in respect of land within the aforesaid parish | 


or place. In each case there was a notice intimating that if no rent 
was paid, or received, the word “ nil’’ should be inserted; it would 
not be sufficient to leave the space blank. There were also columns in 
which the names and addresses, and the situation and description of 
the land were to be inserted. The plaintiff did not fill up the form or 
supply the information, and subsequently received a reminder, Form 
XIV. Land. He still refused to supply the information, and on the 
25th of October issued the writ in this action. By his statement of 
claim the plaintiff alleged that the notice and/or form was illegal, un 
authorized, and ultra vires, and that (a) the Commissioners had no 
power by the terms of the Finance Act to require him to fill up the 
form or give all or any of the information; (b) the plaintiff could not, 
within the meaning of the Act, be required to give the names and 
addresses of persons in respect of land not specifically named or other- 
wise sufficiently indicated ; (c) the plaintiff was required by the requisi 
tions to supply information which he could not be required to supply 
under the Act. Further, it was objected that the plaintiff was required 
t» make the return to “‘ one N. G. Anstey, of 521, Barking-road,”’ and 
to fill in the word ‘‘ nil’’ and sign the declaration if he did not receive 
or pay rent, neither of which could he be required to do within the 
meaning of the Act. Also, it was alleged that there was no such 
“parish or place ’’ as ‘‘ Plaistow, South.”’ 

WarrincTon, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said : The 
questions for the decision of the court are (1) whither the notice is open 
to the objections raised to it by the plaintiff ; (2) if so, is the declaration 
one that can be made in this action; (3) if it can be made, ought it 
under the circumstances of this case, to be made, the making of such 
a declaration being a matter in the discretion of the court? The 
plaintiff says that the notice is not within the authority conferred by 
the Act under which it purports to be given, because, first, the Com 
missioners are only entitled to require the information in respect of 
particular land, to be specifically mentioned in the notice; secondly, 
because it in effect requires him to state in respect of what land he 
receives rent, this demand being unauthorized ; thirdly, it requires him 
to give the information to the land valuation officer; fourthly, if the 
notice is good the description of land “‘ Plaistow South” is improper. 
Further, he says that as the notice was sent through the post, he did 
not have the full statutory thirty days for compliance. With regard 
to this point, I must hold that he did not have the thirty days; but 
as the writ was not issued till long after the period had elapsed, I 
should not, on this ground alone, have held the plaintiff entitled to 
the declaration he asks. 


| regard it without incurring the 


| for the decision of the question raised. 


In order to determine whether the notice 


exceeds the statutory authority it is first necessary to ascertain what | 


it requires the recipient to do—what is its true construction? It muet 
be read as having the meaning which it would convey to the ordinary 
person receiving it. Read in this way, the notic?clearly means that, in 
order to comply with it, the forms on the other side must be filled 
in as thereby directed. I cannot accept the contention that the form 


is annexed to the notice merely as a suggestion, which may or may not | 


be adopted, as to the mode in which the return is to be made. I come 
to the same conclusion as to the person to whom the return should be 
sent when completed. If this is so, then the reference to the penalty 


| (1909-10) Act, 1910. 


tion, whether mentioned in the notice or the form, renders himself 
liable to a penalty. Is the notice, so read, within the statutory 
authority? This authority is conferred by section 31 of the Finance 
It is plain on the terms of the section, as the 
Attorney-General admitted in argument, that the section confers no 
authority on the Commissioners to require a person to give the descrip 
tion and precise situation of the land—viz., the information required 
to be inserted in column 3 of the form. I have already held that the 
filling up of that column is intended to be imperative. In this respect, 
therefore, the notice exceeds the statutory authority, and this alone 
would enable the court to answer the first question in the plaintiff's 
favour. But I think it is desirable to consider the wider question, 
whether the Commissioners are entitled to require the information in 
question as to any land, whether by reference to a particular district, 
or generally, or whether their powers are confined to requiring such 
information in reference to particular land to be pointed out by them. 
For the purpose of answering this question, it is immaterial that the 
requisition is in the particular case restricted to land in a specified 
district. If this requisition is good, in the sense of being authorized 
by statute, il seems to me that one in general terms would be equally 
good. Section 26 of the Act requires the Commissioners to cause a 
valuation to be made of all land in the United Kingdom, and each piece 
of land in separate occupation is to be separately valued. Among the 
many particulars which the owner is required to give, the description 
and situation of the land are not included. This points to the conclu 
sion that the information is required in reference to a particular piece 
of land about to be valued, the description of which is for the pur- 
poses of identification sufficiently indicated to the person from when 
the information is required. The land, therefore, referred to in 


| section 26 means a particular parcel of land the subject of valuation. 


Section 31 is intended to enable the Commissioners to get the name and 
address of the owner for the purpose of sending him a demand for 
information under section 26. The expression “ any land ”’ in section 31 
means the same as the expression ‘‘ land,” and ‘the land ’’ in eee 
tion 26—viz., a particular piece of land as to which the information is 
I am of opinion, therefore, that in this respect the form is 
As to the person to whom the return is to be made, I 
think the Commissioners have no right to require the plaintiff to send 
the return to anyone but themselves, though they might permit him 
to do so. He was entitled to assume from the form of the notice that 
it was obligatory to make the return to the person named therein. 
The ‘‘ reminder’ of the 30th of September is clear on this point. In 
this matter, also, the Commissioners exceeded their authority. For 
these reasons the notice was unauthorized, and the plaintiff might dis 
penalty mentioned therein. The next 
question is, has the court, power in this action to make the declaration 
claimed? [As to this, after consideration of Dyson v. Attorney-General 
(55 SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 168; 1911, 1 K. R. 410) and ord.'25, rr. 4, 5, 
the learned judge continued | hold, therefore, that this court has 
jurisdiction to make the declaration. But the jurisdiction is discretionary, 
and should be exercised with care. In my opinion, the mode adopted by 
the plaintiff to obtain a decision is a very convenient one, and, therefore, 
I think the discretion should be exercised in his favour. There only 
remains one point. In the Grand Junction Waterworks Co. v. Hampton 
Urban District Council (42 Sortcitors’ Journat 571; 1898, 2 Ch. 331) 
it was held that where the Legislature has provided a special tribunal 
for the decision of a question this court ought not, except in very 
special cases, to interfere hy injunction or declaration of right, and 
thus withdraw the case from that tribunal. The Attorney-General 
contends that the principle on which Stirling, J., acted in that case 
applies here. But in this case there is no special tribunal appointed 
If the Attorney-General were 
to sue for the penalty, the proceedings would be in the High Court, 
though on the revenue side of the King’s Bench Division. The learned 
judge, in the case cited, moreover, only “held that the circumstance of 
there being a special tribunal was one which ought strongly to influence 
the court against exercising its discretion in the plaintiff's favour. The 
Attorney-General also referred to ord. 68, r. 1. That only refers 
to the "procedure and practice in the several causes and matters 
therein mentioned, of which the present case is not one. This case is 
gsoverned by the ordinary rules, of which ord. 25, r. 5, is one. I 
declare. therefore, that the not in the statement of claim mentioned 
is unauthorized, and that the plaintiff was not, and is not, under any 
obligation to comply with the r juisitions contained therein, or any of 
As at present advised, I do not think the plaintiff could recover 
costs against the Attorney-General. He does not ask for them, so I 
need not discuss the matter. No order as to costs.—Counsen, Danck 
werts, K.C., and W. Allen, for the plaintiff ; Sir R. Isaacs, A.G., Sir 
J. Simon, 8.G., S. A. 7. Rowlatt, and Austen-Cartmell, for the 
defendant. Soricrrors, Wood & Sons; Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 
[Reported by R. C, CARRINGTON, Barrister-at-Law.! 


COPE AND ANOTHER v. BENNETT AND ANOTHER. ALFRED 
HARRIS, Third Party. Swinfen Eady, J. llth, 12th, 13th, 
and 15th May. 

ApMINISTRATION Bonp—CoNnDITION To RenpeR A TRUE AND Just 

Account Wuenever RequtreD By LAW 80 TO DO—PARTICULAR 

Breacues not Attecen—Statvute 8 & 9 Witt. 3, c. 11, s. 8. 


required. 


them. 


An administration bond containing the usual conditions is a bond 
within the provisions of the Statute 8 & 9 Will. 3, c. 11. 
The defendants in this action and one Kate Courtney entered into a 


— 


ee ee 
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bond with the President of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty | of ascertaining the amount which the estate of the testator was liable 


Division of the High Court 
administration of the estate of W. D. 
plaintifis sued the defendants on the bond, 
breaches he defendants, by their defence 
being that the bond sued on wae a bond 
Statute8&9W 5 
not been complied 


usual form, to secure due 
Courtney, deceased. The 
without alleging particular 
raised various points, one 


ot Justice in the 


vithin the provisions of the 

ll, and that the provisions of that statute had 
th in making the claim Che plaintiffs, however, 
disputed that the bond was within the Statute The bond contained 


the followin dition, among others, administratrix ‘‘ do 


tnat the 
of the administration 
to do The adminis 
tion to lodge suc h an 


make Oo cause to be 


made a true and just account 


of the uid estate vhenevel required by law so 


tratrix had been required in an administration 


wcount but the a yunt which she lodged was wholly insufficient 
Che plaintiffs had been unable to ascertain her address, so could not 
ue he Moreover, there was evidence before the court that she had 
no land or goods to the knowledge of the plaintiffs Hence the plaintiffs 
brought this action against the defendants, who were sureties to the 

bond, allegis inter al that the administratrix had not duly adminis 

tered the said estate 

SWINFEN Eapy, J after stating the facts inued : Section 8 of 
the Statute 8 & 9 Will. 3 11, provides that ‘ In all actions upon any 
bond or bonds, or on ar penal sum for the non-performance of any 
ovenant « igreement in any indenture, deed o1 riting contained, the 
plaintiff or plaintiffs may assign as many breaches as he or they think | 
fit, and the jury, upon trial of such action o1 tions, shall and may 
1s8e88 Not il such damages and costs of suit have heretofore been 
usually done in su ises, but also for such of t) aid breaches so 
to be ved as the plaintiff upon the trial of 1 sues shall prove 
to have een broken, and that the like judyument shall be entered on 
erdict as heretofore hath been usually done uch like actions 

hn judgment! shal! remain, ont i she * a further 

0 " the plaintiff or plaintif ind his or their exe 

ita rT administrator such damages 8 shall r may be sustained 
for further breach of any covenant or covenants in the same indenture, 
leed " rit ontained The defendants object that the bond 
sued on is within this statute, and that the plai itiffs have not eued in 


and uggested, particular breaches in accordance with the 


quirements of this Statute The bond was rtainly for the perform 
ul rious ol ation ind it has long « e been held that the 
pire 1s ot th s st t te ire suffix iently satisfied Nn COSCS vhere the 

el ndition, o1 greement required to be enforced js itained 
in the bond itself, and not in a separate writing Chis proposition was 
| dd 1 in the judgment of Lord Mansfield in Collins 
Coll . > Burr., at p 325 In the note on p 68 of Williams’ notes 
to Saund Reports it is stated that “ it is not in the plaintiffs’ powe1 
to 1 ‘ pr ed according to the Statute, but he must assign the 
breach of such covenants as he proceeds te recover satisfaction for 
l m opinion that the bond is a bond within the provisions of this 
Statut Che plaintiffs have not strictly complied with tl require 
ments « the Statut The point is 6A very te inical one Justice 
requires that an ppormtunity hall be given to the plaintiffs to amend 
their statement ol laim order to contorm exactly to the require 
ments of t Statute Adjourned accordingly COUNSEI Russell, 
K.( ind Ashton ¢ for the plaintiff Vacnaghten, K.C.. and 
(, en tor tl dete lan Bennett; WManniong for defendant Glennie 
Vicklem, KA nd Dougl Hogq for the third party SOLICITORS 
(l'ohurn ad ¢ Cohen & Cobhe Waleon, Lambert, d& Midgley: ¢ 0 
Hlumphre (- Sov 

Reported by 1 M. MAY, Barrister-at-Law 
Re SIR DANIEL COOPER'S ESTATE. [ive, J. Sth May. 

Trust--Annurry—Income Tax—Covenant To Pay AnNuity—Depvut 


TION OF INCOME Ax 


By h marruage settlement the husband enanted that «f dwring 


the widowhood of h wife the income of h write trust fund in any 


yea Aould not an unt to the clear annual sum i £2,000 Ais exrecutora 
hould uch ye pay t his widou ich a sum as would make 
up the w e to £2,000 
Held. that the execut were entitled to deduct income tax on the | 
on nt hy which the wv eof the wife's trust fund fell short of £2,000. | 
B t marriage settlement of 1886 Sir Daniel (¢ ooper Bart ovenanted 


vith the trustees to pay to them £50,000, and the were 
directed to stand possessed of the 
to invest the same and to pay out of the annual income thereof to the 
defendant, Lady Cooper, the annual sum of £2,000 during her life. 
The said Sir D. ¢ opel ilso covenanted that if during the widowhood 
of the defendant in any yea! the income of the wife’s trust fund should 
not amount to the clear annual sum of £2,000 his executors or adminis 


trustees 


same after his death upon trust 


trator hould pay to the defendant during her life or widowhood 
uch a m as would be equal to the amount by which the income of the 
trust fund should have fallen below £2,000 rhe £50,000 was duly 
paid and invested by the trustees. In June, 1909, Sir D. Cooper died, 
ha by his will appointed the plaintiffs executors and trustees 
| f, and he directed them out of residue to pay all death duties 

| in respect of his estate and his testamentary expenses and 


pay 
debt By a codicil the testator directed his trustees to invest a sum 
sufficient to discharge liability under the covenant At the testator’s 
death the wife’s trust fund produced a fixed income, from which income | 
deducted at the source, and, after deducting estate duty, the 


tax was 
fund yielded an income of £1,442. This was an adjourned summons 





taken out by the trustees of the will asking whether, for the purpose | 


they should 


to pay to te widow the income of the wife’s trust fund was to be 
taken at the gross income without deducting income tax or super-tax, 
and whether the amount for which they were liable was the amount 
by which the income of the wife’s trust fund should fall below £2,000 
or such sum less income tax. Amongst other cases, (leadow v. Leetham 
22 Ch. D. 269) and Re Sharp (1906, 1 Ch. 793) were referred to. 

Eve, J., said that for the purpose of ascertaining what sum the 
executors were liable to pay to the trustees of the settlement, the income 
of the wife’s trust fund must be taken at the gross income, without 
deducting income tax or super-tax. The income from the settled fund 
was less than £2,000 and would probably continue to be less, and the 
covenant was a covenant to pay £2,000 or such less sum as would make 
up the £2,000. Was the covenantor entitled to deduct income tax? 
It seemed clear that the executors were entitled to deduct the tax on the 
amount by which the gross income fell short of £2,000, the testator’s 
estate being liable for such sum as with the income tax would make up 
the deficit That was in accordance with the authorities and goed 
sense.—CounseL, Austén-Cartmell; Byrne; Errington, SoLricirTors. 
Vackredl, Maton, Clodlee i 

[Reported by 8S. E. Wittiams, Batrister-at-Law.} 
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Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
QUARTERMAINE v. QUARTERMAINE AND GLENISTER. 


Bargrave Deane, J. 16th May. 


Nist—AppLicaTion TO Rescinp—Costs oF 
ro BE Patp BY CO-RESPONDENT 


Divorce—Decret PETITION 
The court ha powes to order ae responde nt to pey the taxed coat 
notwithstanding that the decree nisi pronounce ed in the 
inded on the application of the petitioner. 


hoa yrelition 


uit i res 


Application on behalf of the petitioner and respondent to rescind 
i decree nisi. From the case on motion it appeared that on the 21st of 
November, 1910, the petitioner was granted a decree nisi with coste 
against the co-respondent. ~ On the 9th of December, 1910, an order for 
the co-respondent to pay within seven days £64 18s. 1ld., amount of the 
costs taxed, was made. That order had not been served, as the co 
respondent could not bé& found. The petitioner had been approached 
by a clergyman to persuade him to forgive the respondent—who had 
been deserted by the co-respondent—and to take her back to him. In 
consequence the petitioner had seen the respondent and it had bee: 
agreed that, after the present application had been made to the court 
resume cohabitation. On the 5th of May, 1911, the 
solicitors of the petitioner wrote to the King’s Proctor, setting out the 
facts, and on the 6th of May, 1911, they received an answer assenting 
to the present application The petitioner intimated his intention not 
to apply for a decree absolute, and the respondent submitted that the 
suit should be dismissed for want of prosecution. Counsel intimated 
that he was unaware of any reported case in which a petitioner had 
ipplied in open court for the rescission of a decree nisi obtained by him 
Ihe cases of Bremner v. Bremner and Brett (12 W. R. 444; 1864, 3 Sw 
& Tr. 378) and Hyman Hyman (1904, P. 408) were cited during the 
argument 

BARGRAVE DEANE, J., said that his difficulty was how to sever the 
decree. ‘Tne order for costs was part of the decree. If he rescinded 
the decree, the order was rescinded toe. He thought that he must 
make a further order in the case. Therefore he ordered that the decree 
nisi should be rescinded and the petition dismissed, but he also ordered 
that the co-respondent should be condemned in the costs of the pet: 
tioner as taxed.—Counser, W. Rayde n. Soticitors, Woodroffes 4 
tehhy 

[Reported by Diost Cores-Prespr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Societies. 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 
ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL. 

The fifty-first anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association was held on Wednesday in the Common Room, Law 
Society's Hall, the president, Mr. H. J. Jonnson, taking the chair. 
Among the guests were :—Lord Mersey, P.C., The Hon. Mr. Justice 
Eve, Mr. P. Ogden Lawrence, K.C., Mr. Robert Younger, K.C., Mr. 
P. P. Pope, Sir Thomas Skewes-Cox, J.P., the President of the Bristol 
Law Society (Mr. H. G. Vassall), the President of the Dorset Law 
Society (Mr. A. Pope), the President of the Herts Law Society 
Mr. F. O. E. Jessop), the President of the Leicester Law Society 
Mr. B. A. Shires), the President of the Manchester Law Society 
Mr. G. H. Charlesworth), the President of the Newcastle Law 
Society (Mr. Edward Clark), the President of the Plymouth Law 
Society (Mr. K. E. Peck), the President of the Rochester Law 
Society (Mr. F. F. Smith), Mr. H. G. Barr (Hastings), Mr. H. A 
Block. Mr. H. L. Bolton, Mr. C. Brodrick, Mr. S. P. B. Bucknill (secre 
tary of the Law Society), Mr. J. J. D. Botterell, Mr. S. C. Cash, 
Mr. W. E. F. Cheesman (Hastings), Mr. C. A. Coward, Mr. T. B 
Coombs. Mr. G. B. Crowder, Mr. T. S. Curtis, Mr. F. G Cordwell, 
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DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS, Ltd. 


Telephone: 2399 GERRARD. Telegrams: “VIEWING, LONDON.” 


AUCTIONEERS and VALUERS of all Classes of Property, 
26, KING STREET, COVENT GARDEN, LONDON, 


PUBLIC SALES in Two Large Rooms DAILY THROUGHOUT THE YEAR of 








OLD FAMILY PLATE AND JEWELS, Watches, Clocks, China, Laces, Furs. 


Curiosities, Coins, Naval and Military Medals and Relics, Antique and Modern Furniture, 
Pianofortes, Wines, Cigars, Guns, Bicycles, Motor Cars, and every kind of Chattel Property. 
* * Consignments received daily, and inserted in appropriate sales. These sales are attended by Private Collectors, Town 


and | Country De alers, Tradesme “n, and Colonial Agents, and the advantayes of C ompetition are equally sec ured Lo the 
vendor of a few lots as to the owner of a large collection. Commissions to Purchase carefully attended to. 


VALUATIONS of Jewellery, Silver Plate, Furniture, and contents of Private Houses, Libraries, 
Paintings, Works of Art, Miscellaneous Properties, &c., for Estate Duty, Division, Fire 
Insurance and other purposes in Town or Country by Expert Valuers. 


TRADE STOCKS of all kinds valued for sale or purchase or as between the parties, 
HOUSE AGENCY. This Department has been extended. 
FREEHOLD AND LEASEHOLD PROPERTIES sold at the Auction Mart 


and elsewhere as required. Mortgages negotiated and financed. 


DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS, Ltd. 








ROYAL BANK OF SCOTLAND 


Incorporated by _ Charter, 1727. 
PAID-UP CAPITAL _.. ++ +2 +e ++  £2,000,000 
REST AND UNDIVIDED PROFITS. ss se se we 21,013,665 


Head Office - - + §$T ANDREW SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 


Cashier and General Manager: ADAM TAIT. 


London Office - - - 3, BISHOPSGATE, E.C. 


Wma. WALLACE, Manager. 


Glasgow Office - : EXCHANGE SQUARE. 


A. DENNISTOUN, Agent. 
iso Branches throughout Scotiand. 


Banking Business of every description transacted. Accounts opened for Foreign Correspondents. Bills, Cheques, and other documents 
cellected. Deposits received at interest repayable at call. 


CHARTERED BANK OF INDIA, AUSTRALIA AND CHINA, 


3s, BrIsSseoPrsGAaAgtT Bw, LOom™NDowWw. 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter.) 








CAPITAL, £1,200,000. RESERVE FUND, £1,625,000. 
Court of Directors. 
Sir MONTAGU CORNISH TURNER (( airmen). Sir ALFRED DENT, K.C.M.G WILLIAM HENRY NEVILLE GOSCHEN, Esq. 
Sir HENRY STEWART CUNNINGHAM, K.C. The Rt. Hon, Lord GEORGE HAMILTON, | WILLIAM FOOT MITCHELL, Es« 
THOMAS CUTHBERTSON, Esq. «| G.C.8,1. LEWIS ALEXANDER WALLACE, Esq. 


Managers—T. H. WHITEHEAD axp T. FRASER. 
Sub-Manager— W. E. PRESTON, 


AMRITSAR. AGENCIES AND BRANCHES: 

BANGKOK. | CEBU. | HONG KONG. KUALA LUMPUR. PENANG. SINGAPORE. 
BATAVIA COLOMBO. IPOH. MADRAS. RANGOON. | SOURABAYA. 
BOMBAY. FOOCHOW. KARACHI, MANILA. SAIGON. THAIPING, 
CALCUTTA. | HAMBURG. KLANG. MEDAN. SEKEMBAN, TIENTSIN. 
CANTON. HANKOW. KOBE. NEW YORK. SHANGHAL | YOKOHAMA. 








Bankers—The Bank of Engiand. The London City and Midiand Bank, Limited. The National Bank of Scotiand, Limited. 
The tion buy and receive for collection Bills of Exchange; t Drafts ble at the above Agencies and Branches; and transact general banking business 
, Sy ey y nge; grant Drafts payable a e above Agenci ra 


Te money are received on terms ag may be ascertained on application, and en current aecounte interest is allowed at 2 per cent. per annum on the minimum 
they do not fall below £ 
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ESTABLISHED 1809. 


NORTH BRITISH & MERCANTILE 
INSURANCE COMPANY, 


in which are vested the Shares of the— 
Ocean Marine Insurance Company, Limited, and 
Railway Passengers’ Assurance Company. 


FIRE (rau). LIFE. ACCIDENT. MARINE. 


ANNUITIES. ENDOWMENTS. TRANSIT OF VALUABLES AND SECURITIES. 
ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS AND ILLNESS EMPLOYERS LIABILITY. THIRD PARTY. 
PROPERTY OWNERS’ INDEMNITY MOTOR CAR. 

BURGLARY AND THEFT. PLATE GLASS. BOILER EXPLOSION. FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


TOTAL FUNDS £21. 000,000 
CLAIMS PAID £65,000,000 


61, THREAONEEDLE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Chief Offices - | 6; DRINCES STREET, EDINBURGH. 











NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


35, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 


nth Sa A 








TELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS; NATDIS, LONDON ESTABLISHED 1880. TELEPHONES : {ke or Ay ol 
Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325. Paid-up Capital, £846,665. Reserve Fund, £450,000. . 
———. : 
DIRECTORS. + 
EDMUND THEOOORS DOXAT, Eaq., Chairman, SIGISMUND FERDINAND MENDL, Esq., Deputy-Chairman, ; 
(Messrs. Dalgety & Co, Ltd.) re F. Mend! & Co.) 
L AWRENO E EDLMANN CHALMERS, Es FREDERICK LEVERTON HARRIS, Esq. JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
asr. Brown, Shipley & Co.) (Messrs. Horris & Dixon, Ltd.) (Messrs. Ogilvy, Gillanders & C».) 
FREDE aie K WILLIAM GR EEN, Esq. WALTER JAMES HERIOT, Esq. | The Hon. SIDNEY PEEL. 
(Messrs. A. Diinkelsbihler & Co,) (Messrs. (. J. Hambro & 8 yt.) 
CHARLES DAVID SELIGMAN, Esq. (Mes:rs. Se'igman Bros., 
Manager : Joint Sub- Managers - Secratary : 
PHILIP HAROLD WADE. FRANCIS GOLDS( ‘HMIDT | WATKIN W. WILLIAMS. CHARLES HENRY GOUGH. 
Aulitors; J, GURNEY FOWLER, Es}. (Messrs, Price, Waterhouse & Co.); FRANCIS W. PIXLEY, Esq., (Messrs, Jackson, Pixley, Browning, Hasey & Co.). 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; UNION OF LONDON AND SMITHS BANK, LIMITED. 
Gageeves Mercantile Bills Discounted Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 
oney received on Dopo>it LL Call and Short Notice, and Interest allowed at the Current Market Rates; and for Longer Periods 
upon Specially Agreed Term 
Investments and Sales of ail descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. All Communications on this subject to bo 
addressed to the Manager. 
Original Society. Founded 1840. B R I TI S H L AW FI R E EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
THE SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL 1,080,000. | 10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. ; 
(te PAID UP CAPITAL, — ooo. = VES, £263,000. ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. H 
LEAD OFFIC a | Berenetene, ond TAle Eetesasto tn Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other es Annuities RCHASED or 
5, LOTHBURY, BANK, “LONDON, E.C. LOANS granted thereon. ' 
With Branches throughout the United Kingdom cent may be Caputalised, 
FIRE, LOSS OF PROFITS DUK TO FIRE. WORK- H. CLAYTON, Joint 
MEN'S COMPENSATION, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, ¥. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 





S OC | E Y PERSONAL AOCIDE NT AND SICKNESS, BURGLARY, 
b JUARANTEE, PROPERTY OWNERS’ 
I ‘ INDEMNITY, AND PLATE-GLASS. THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


DAVID M, LINLEY, Ge: eral Manager. 








Chancery, Probate (Administration), ay Eee tees Gee (ESTABLISHED 1828), 
) IGN BUSINESS UNDERTAKEN 
7 Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real d Personal 
Lunacy, Bankruptcy (Trustees, &c.), Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, ond 
Bonds issued at favourable Rates. W ANTE 2D, Nos. 3, 4, and 6, Vol. 51, 1906, Advance Money upon these Securities. 
aise Ben 2, Vol. 62,” 1907, a the ee ita Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
Office: 19, Birchin Lane, LONDON. | Jo%%%4:. ©. will be paid tor each'copy of the above at | Th¢ Society has moved trom 37, King’s Arme-yard to 





| the Office. 30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C, 
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Mr. A. Davenport, Mr. R. W. Dibdin, Mr. Cecil Dowson, Mr. R. 
Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. F. W. Emery, Mr. Walter H. Foster, Mr. 
W. H. Foyster (Manchester), Mr. W. E. Gillett, Mr. H. E. Garle, Mr. 
C. Goddard, Mr. W. H. Gray, Mr. Charles Gregory, Mr. J. R. B. 
Gregory, Mr. J. Y. Hay, Mr. C. J. Haydon (Bournemouth), Mr. 
L. W. North Hickley, Mr. W. J. Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. John 
Hollams, Mr. R. L. Hunter, Mr. A. H. James, Mr. C. F. Lovell, Mr. 
C. G. May, Mr. Frank Marshall (Newcastle-on-Tyne), Mr. M. F. 
Monier-Williams, Mr. C. D. Medley, Mr. M. P. Malleson, Mr. E. F. 
Oldham, Mr. R. A. Pinsent (Birmingham), Mr. Thomas Rawle, Mr. 
C. Murray Smith, Mr. H. G. Smith, Mr. C. M. Sinclair, Mr. W. 


Arthur Sharpe, Mr. 8S. G. Taylor, Mr. R. S. Taylor, Mr. E. F. Turner, | 


Mr. James Turner, Mr. Cyril Turner, Mr. W. Trower, Mr. Maurice A. 
Tweedie, Mr. R. W. Tweedie. Mr. H. de H. Whatton, Mr. C. Williams, 
Mr. R. Woollcombe, and Mr. J. B. Woodcock. 

The loyal toasts having been given from the chair and duly honoured, 

Mr. Rosert Evtetr (Cirencester) proposed the toast of ‘‘ The Bench 
and the Legal Profession.’’ He said that the country looked to the 
bench to protect the individual rights and liberties of His Majesty's 
subjects. We had seen recent instances of the way in which the great 
public departments had been restrained by the bench from ove 
stepping the mark and encroaching upon the rights and privileges of 
individuals. He was sure they desired to express to the bench their 


gratitude for the firm stand they had made, a _ stand which 
was necessary in the present day, and which required as 
much courage as was needed in the past to withstand the 
aspirations of Parliament and the King. There was evidence that 


public confidence in the bench was increasing, because of late years 
a practice had grown up of taking the judges to preside over com 
missions and perform other work outside their ordinary duties. It 
was not a practice which he personally thought was a desirable one, 
because it took the judges from their ordinary work and thus entailed 
delay and expense upon suitors, and, further, it imposed upon the 
judges duties which exposed them to a certain amount of criticism based 
very often upon party venom and rancour, from which they would be 
far better protected. The appreciation of the bench was the appre 


ciation of the bar, because the bench was as the bar made it 
It was as essential to the public interest that there should be 
an able and independent and a fearless bar, as_ that 
there should be a bench possessing those qualitications. No doubt the 
bar worked now under very different conditions from those which 
prevailed in past years. The localisation of our judicial system 
had involved changes, but he imagined that after all the 
true test was what was best for the public, and that it 


was better that the judicial system should adapt itself to the wants 


—he would even say to the wishes—of the public, and as 
that seemed to take the form of decentralisation, he imagined 
that the members of the bar must adapt themselves tothat view 


No doubt one of the consequences of decentralisation had been to bring 
the members of the bar into local courts, where they had not exclusive 
right of audience, but he was sure that the bar would have no need 
to fear an extension of decentralisation of that kind, because, whatever 
might be the state of things, and although he was glad to see members 
of his own branch of the profession who had the ability and the oppor 
tunity to resort to advocacy taking that class of work, he was perfectly 
sure that in the long run the great preponderance of all the best 
business would undoubtedly be enjoyed by members of the bar. Anothet 
result of the localisation of our judicial system had been the establish 
ment of local bars at various provincial centres. That was a necessity 
in the case of all the great centres of industry and population, and 
they had seen evidence that these local bars were the training-ground 
for the central bar. He need not expatiate upon the utility of the 
solicitor branch of the profession. He might safely say that in its 
sphere it was as essential to the due administration of justice as either 
of the other branches. When a man wanted advice he ran off to his 
solicitor, in whom he found, as a rule, not merely a man of law, but 
a trusted friend. 

Mr. Justice Eve responded for the bench. He said that it 
paradoxical that in a community where most, if not all, of the chief 
offices of the State were served by lawyers. where parties, whatever 
might be their political opinions, vied with each other in finding 
capable lawyers to represent and expound their views, and 
where well-meaning, but he fancied rather too sanguine persons were 
striving to bring about a supersession of war between nations by the 
establishment of tribunals composed of eminent jurists—it was strange 
and paradoxical that in such a community there should have grown 
up in recent days a distrust and underrating of the value of our legal 
institutions, and a practice. reprehensible in the extreme, of uttering 
against the profession which was responsible for the administration of 
Justice in this country, criticism which was often unfair, and asper 
sions which occasionally were unjust. Such criticism was prompted 
only by a desire to say something which would provoke a responsive 
cheer from the prejudiced and the ignorant sut it might be said that 
persons who pursued these tactics met with their reward in that their 
Weapons recoiled upon them, and he agreed that there was much 
consolatory truth in that. But he did not believe that that counteracted 
all the mischief that followed from the evil conduct to which he had 
alluded. Signs were not wanting that respect was waning and affection 
was contracting for institutions which all in that room, at any rate, 
believed to lie at the very foundations of justice in this country: and 
although it might well be that a change of attitude towards these 
mstitutions and principles was partly due to a want of knowledge of 
the foundations upon which those institations had been raised, and the 


was 








principles by which they were supported, he was confident in his own 
mind that that attitude was not altogether unconnected with the 
conduct to which he had referred, and against which he ventured to 
raise his respectful, bat his emphatic, protest. And he did so for two 
reasons: one because he was addressing the members of his own 
profession for the most part, and the other because, in responding for 
the bench, he did not forget that he represented all those who did 
their best to administer justice to their fellow-men in this country, 
and he wanted to appeal, on behalf of one portion of the community, 
that those present would to the best of their ability support the efforts 
which were being made to prevent the unpaid magistracy from being 
degraded into the slough of political bias. 


Mr. P. Ocpen Lawrence, K.C., returned thanks on behalf of the 
bar. 
Mr. Evwarp F. Turner, in responding on behalf of the solicitor 


branch of the profession, made an eloquent appeal on behalf of the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘ The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association.’’ He said that his colleagues on the board of 
management thought that as the association met in the hall of the Law 
Society for the first time, it was fitting that he, as president of the 
society, should occupy the chair. He wanted to call attention to the 
fact that at present the association had only 4,000 regular subscribers, 
that was less than one-fourth of the whole of the solicitors practising 
in England and Wales, and it was less than half the number of mem 
bers of the Law Society. After making due allowance for those who 


were unable to subscribe because their means were insufficient, and 
for those who subscribed to the Law Association, he submitted that 
the list of members was not entirely creditable to the profession. He 
was quite sure, from his own experience during the last few weeks, 
that the absence from the list of members of many names which 
ought to appear there was due to inadvertence, and he believed that 
if those who took an interest in the association would from 
time to time use their personal efforts the number of mem- 
bers would be materially increased. They all knew that 
printed circulars were not productive of any good result. He 
might tell them that of the solicitors who held public appointments in 
England and Wales there were upwards of 600 who were not yet mem 
bers of the association. This was not a proper state of things, and he 
hoped that they might be led to join it. Since the associa 
tion was founded in 1858 it had distributed about £166,000 in 7,018 
rrants. This worked out at about an average of £22 14s. a grant, 
but, of course, larger grants were made in the case of members than 
of non-members. Most of the members, he imagined, joined the associa 
tion, not so much with the idea of benefiting themselves as in the 
expectation of benefiting others, but he would mention a few cases 


in which members and their families had been largely benefited. In 
these where a life subs« ription of ten guineas had been 
paid twenty-nine grants had been made to the widow of the member, 
umounting in all to £1,470; in another case of a life member twenty 
one grants hed been made, amounting to £1,100, and there were many 
other cases of a like kind These 
small payments. At the same time, 
ritically and carefully examined by a 


yne of 


cases 


were generous results arising from 
it should be mentioned that every 
committee of 


ipplication was 
trouble to the 


the directors, who devoted a great deal of time and 
work, and then the casgp went before the whole board. The average 
sum distributed during the last ten years was £6,107. Last year it 


£6.915, but if this standard was to be maintained there must be 


was 


more annual subscribers, for the present definite revenue was only 
£4,997, which was represented by £2,130 from interest on invest 
ments, and only £2,884 from annual subscriptions. The rest of the 


sum distributed was derived from donations at these anniversray meet 


ings and certain of the smaller legacies which the directors felt justi 


fied in treating as revenue. He would remind those who practised in 
the country that this was the only association which dealt 
with country cases Of the total sym distributed since 1858, 
the £166,000 of which he had spoken, about 60 per cent. had been 


ipplied in country cases, and, as a consequence, about 40 per cent. in 
London cases. These percentages bore approximately the same pro 
portion as the present number of country subscribers did to London 
he expressed the regret of the directors 
at the loss of the late secretary, Mr. Scott, who had devoted the greater 
portion of his life to the service of the society. No one who knew 
Mr. Scott could doubt that the interest of the association was a thing 
that he really had at heart, and he had rendered the association very 
great service. Mr. Scott had been succeeded by Mr. Gill, to whom 
the directors wished a successful career. 

The Secretary (Mr. Gill) announced subscriptions and donations 
amounting to £1,598 5s., which included the following :—The Chair 
man, £105; Messrs. Coward, Hawksley, Sons, & Chance, £105; Messrs. 


subscribers. In concluding, 


Ashurst. Morris. & Co., £100; Mr. J. S. Beale, £52 10s.; Messrs. 
W. A. Crump & Son, £52 10s. ; the Law Society, £50; Mr. H. de H. 
£50: Messrs. Biddle, Thorne, & Co., £26 5s. ; the City 


Whatton, ; 
Solicitors’ Company, £21; Messrs. Hammond & Richards, £21; the 


Birmingham Law Society, £21; Messrs. Botterell & Roche, £21; Mr. 
Richard 8S. Taylor, £21; Mr. Richard L. Harrison, £21; and Mr. 
R. W. Cooper, £21. 

Mr MAURICE A TWEEDIE (chairman of the board of directors) pro 
“ The Guests.” 


posed the toast of 
Toxteru returned thanks, 


Lord MERSEY OF 
* The Chairman.”’ , 
The CHAIRMAN returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 


and gave the toast of 
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Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolution. 


CHARLES ATKINSON and Frepertc Rosert D’Oyty Monro, solicitors 
(Slack, Monro, & Atkinson), 31, Queen Victoria-street, London. 
Nov. 15. So far as concerns the said Charles Atkinson, who retires 
from the said firm; the said Frederic Robert D Oyly Monro will con 


tinue the said business at 31. Queen Victoria-street aforesaid under the 


present style or firm of Slack, Monro, & Atkinson. 
Crazette May 16. 


General. 
Mr. Juetice Grant! am has fixed the Commission days of the summe1 
assizes on the North-eastern Circuit as follows Newcastle-on-Tyne, 


Monday, June 26th; Durham, Monday, July 3rd: York. Tuesday. July 
Lit} Leeds, Monday. Ju L7th y : 

Che Master of the Rolls has a epted tl invitation of the General 
Committee of the Soviety of Public Teachers of Law to be ome an 
honorary member of the Society under the provisions of Rule 6, which 
enables the committee to elect to honorary membership in any year not 


more than two persons who have conferred important benefits upon legal 


education 


Mr. Justice Phillimore, presiding at the annual dinner of the Kens 
ington Philanthropic Society, related, says the Kvening Standard, how 
a gentleman was trving in vain to explain to his daughter the exact 
position of a rising young barrister engaged in he Iping another counsel 
At length he said, Sut you are the daughter of Sir Walter Philli 
more Yes he replied Then,”’ said he, I need not explain 
to you what a ‘devil’ is 

One of the first woman juries in a court of record in the United 


States, says the American Case and Comment. was assembled in a 
county court in Colorado by Judge Morning, to pass on the sanity of 
Elizabeth Hutchinsor Hahn's Peak was almost destroyed by a recent 
fire, and the court uld not find enough eligible men in the town to 
make up the necessary jury of six [he women were duly sworn, heard 
the evidence, and adjudged Miss Hutchinson insane. 
Judge who is now on the Supreme Court bench, was, says tl 
American Case and Comment, when he first began the practice of law, 
speaker On one occasion, when h vas trying a 


a very blundering ! 
case in replevin involving the right of property in a lot of hogs, he 
addressed the jury as follows ‘Gentlemen of the jury, there were 
just twenty-four hows in that drove just twenty four gentlemen 
exactly twice as many as there are in this jury box 

The Recorder of Nottingham (Mr. H. ¥ Stanger, K.C.), in address 
ing the Grand Jury at the Quarter Sessions, is stated to have announced 
that that vhich he would have the 
honour of addressing 
Stanger, who is a native of Nottingham, wa ippointed less than a year 
and a half ago His eyesight has recently given him trouble, and it is 


presumed that his early retirement is due to thi Lust 


Ls probably the last 0 asron on 
them as Recorder of the city. says the Time My 


An inquest was held on the 10th inst.. savs the 7'imes, at Kenilworth, 
on the body of Mr. James Arthur Berry, solicitor, of Southend, who 
was found dead with a bullet wound in his chest and a_ bottle 


aot poison by his side Mr Frank terry, a brothe - said 
that on Monday he received a letter, stating This will come 
as a great blow to you I have become involved in great financial 
difficulties, and there is no loophole for me A verdict of Snicide 
during temporary insanity was returned 


At the annual dinner of the Newspaper Society, on the 10th inst 
Mr. Justice Scrutton proposed the toast of Che Newspaper society 
He said that no one knew better than he the anxious care taken in 
newspaper offices to be accurate, but with the power they had and the 
enormous publi they iddressed, must go some ehare of responsibility 
He thought that publi opinion had been shocked by some of the 
had been given recently in libel actions He wished to 
irefully and cautiously, that there were juries as 
t was the juries who gave the verdict It waa 

who was responsible for their misfortunes, but 


verdicts that 
say, and to say it 
well is judges and l 
not always the judge 
until they could get all juries adequately to appreciate what they were 
doing newspaper owners would not get the law of libel quite satist 

tory When the law of fair comment was thoroughly established he 


thought that newspapers would occupy a better position than they did 


He always told juries, and he was happy to say they generally 
that an honest expression of opinion, 
comment which should 


now, 
acted on what he told them, 
although the jury disagreed with it, was fair 
be allowed, even though derogatory and disparaging to the person 
about whom it was made. If artiets came before the people and asked 
for favourable notice in a newspaper they must not grumble if the 
an unfavourable notice. What was the value, say, 


newspaper gave A 
ilwavs to be favourable with an 


of a notice in a newspaper that had 
eve on their advertising columns If any value was to be attached 
to the notice in a newspaper 

paper was exercising an honest 
blame and praising where praise was due 
was the doctrine of fair comment, which should be one of the articles 
of the Magna Charta of newspaper proprietors 


it must be because they knew the news 
judgment, condemning where there was 
That. as he understood it. 








It is announced that the Treasurer and Masters of the Bench of the 
Middle Temple will in November next award the ‘“‘ King Edward VII.’s 
Scholarship Fund for Legal Study and Research ” of 100 guineas to 
assist a barrister of the Middle Temple in pursuing legal study and re 
search connected with English and foreign law, international ‘law, and 
comparative legislation. Applications for appointment may be made in 
wi ting before the 12th of October to the Under Treasurer, Middle 
lemple, who will at any time supply information as to the subjects 
suggested and the qualifications required, &c. ; 


Phat favourite subject with Mr. Taft, the defects of the criminal 
law of the United States, was. says the Washington correspondent of 
the Times, treated with admirable lucidity in an address which the 
President recently delivered jn New York. Why was it, he asked, 
that, though the English and American systems were based on the 
same broad lines, the administration of justice in England was “ the 
admiration of the world,’’ while here the majority of criminals escaped 
punishment? Mr. Taft had two explanations to offer—curtailment of 
the power of the judges over the conduct of trials, due to unfounded 
fear of judicial tyranny ; and a lighter regard for the law on the part 
of the people. The President dwelt mainly on the former tendency, 
ind closed his speech with a reference to the latest exampk 1 the 
Constitution of Arizona, which is awaiting ratification by the President 
ind Congress 


Friday, the 12th inst., being the Grand Day of Easter Term at 
(tray’s Inn, the treasurer (Mr. Edward Clayton, K.C.) and the 
Masters of the Bench entertained at dinner the following guests 
The Hon. Mr. Justice Joyce, the Hon. Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady, the 
Hon. Mr. Justice Neville, Sir Edwin Durning-Lawrence, Bart., Sir 
Ray Lankester, K.C.B., Lieut.-General Sir Robert S. S. Baden-Powell, 
K.C.B., K.C.V.O., the Treasurer of the Hon. Society of Lincoln's Inn 
Sir Henry Giffard, K.C.), Sir Arthur Pinero, Mr. Registrar Hope, the 
President of the Surveyors’ Institution (Mr. Leslie R. Vigers), and 
Mr. A. R. Ingpen, K.C. The Benchers present. in addition to the 
treasurer, were :—Lord Ashbourne, Mr. T. Terrell, K.C., Mr. W. T. 
jarnard, K.C., Mr. W. J. R. Pochin, Mr. Arthur Gill, Mr. E. F. 
Vesey Knox, K.C., Mr. W. P. Byrne, C.B., Mr. J. W. McCarthy, 
Mr. Montagu Sharpe, Mr. F. A. Greer, K.C., Mr. T. M. Healy, K.C., 
with the preacher, the Rev. R. J. Fletcher, D.D. 

Mr. Justice Darling recently, says the Times, called attention to the 
new rules respecting the disposal of cases on Saturdays. His lordship 
said the rules provided that Order XIV. cases ready for trial would, 
where practicable, be in the list for and be disposed of on Saturdays, 
mnd that if it were found necessary judges would take cases from the 
lists of other judges; that cases part heard on Friday would, in the 
event of no order being made to the contrary, be continued on Saturday, 
unless the judge trying the case were urgently required for Order XIV 
cases, or had previously fixed a case for further consideration; that 
ises in Friday’s list not reached on Friday, and cases not in Friday's 
list at all, should not without special order be put in the list on 
Saturday; that cases for further consideration or argument should, 
when practicable, be fixed for hearing on Saturday; and that the Lord 
Chief Justice and any judges on the rota to sit in the Court of 
Criminal Appeal on any Monday, and the judge of the Commercial 
Court, should not be required to sit on Saturday. 


Speaking in reply to the toast of ‘‘ The Bench” at the dinner of 
the Union Society of London, on Wednesday last, Lord Justice Vaughan 
Williams expressed a doubt whether judges ought to be exposed to the 
duty of trying election petitions, which led to violent and, he would 
not ,hesitate to say, uncalled-for criticisms. Did it not make them 
ashamed of the country that election petitions should result in the 
wholesale lying that had been going on after recent contests? It was 
perfectly astounding. Did they not think that the lies which had been 
told were utterly inconsistent with our historic notion of the love of 
truth in Englishmen, whose word in old days used to be their bond? 
Those lies had been largely told by poor creatures who probably did 
not know where they would get their next day’s meal. But the whole 
burden of the lying must not be put on them. The truth was that in 
recent years the statement that a man was a liar did not bear the 
weight ‘that it used to do. A lie had come to be considered as of not 
\ much importance, which was shown by the way in which state 
ments made by speakers in election contests were regarded by their 
opponents, who took no notice of the fact that they had been publicly 
called liars. He wished that people resented more than they did the 


imputation of being liars. 


At the County of London Sessions, on the 11th inst., before M: 
Robert Wallace, K.C., George Carter was indicted for having broken 
ind entered the house of Andrew Bert Mead, with intent to steal 
therein. The jury, after considering for some minutes, returned a 
verdict of “ Guilty of entering with intent to steal ’’—not of breaking 
and entering . Bearis proved some twelve previous 
convictions against the prisoner. While this evidence was being given 
Mr. Wallace had a consultation with Mr. John Dix (the Deputy Clerk 
of the Peace), and as a result asked the prosecuting counsel, Mr. H 
Douglas. whether he could quote any authority to support the verdict 
At the same time Mr. Wallace pointed out that to enter a place by 
! t with intent to steal was, of course, an indictable offence, but t 
vuse in the daytime was only an act of trespass, or 
summary offence of being on enclosed premises for an unlawful obje: 
‘““T have never heard a verdict of this kind,”’ said counsel. = Nor have 
I.”’ said the judge. ‘‘ We meant that he entered by a key,” explained 
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one of the jurors. Mr. Wallace: I must take the verdict as it stands. 
Your verdict was not breaking, it was entering only. The juror: I do 
not think we meant that. Mr. Wallace : I have to take your verdict as 


recorded. It is most unfortunate. I am very sorry, but I have to | 


direct you to find a verdict of ‘*‘ Not guilty.”’ 








** Merlin on Interpleader in the High Court and County Courts.”’ 
By S. P. J. Merlin, Barrister-at-Law. Price 6s. Butterworth & Co., 
Bell-yard, W.C. [Apvr.] 








Royat Navat Correct, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’”’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reoistaars in ATTENDANCE Ow 





Ewxrcexcy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rota. No. 2, Jovoz. Swinren Eapy. 
Monday, May 22 Mr Synge Mr Church Mr Greswell Mr Theed 
Tuesday ........ 23 Goldschmidt Synge Beal Church 
Wednesday . 24 Greswell Goldschmidt sorrer Synge 
Thursday ......++ 25 Bea! Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Friday ........... 26 Borrer Beal Farmer Greswel) 
Saturday ... ..... 27 Leach Borrer Bloxam Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Wannixorox. NEVILLE Pankes. ve. 
Monday, May 22 Mr Leach Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borrer Mr Bloxam 
Tuesday ........ 23 Farmer Greswell Leach Theed 
Wednesday...... 24 Bloxam Beal Farmer Church 
Thursday woe 25 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Friday ... Church Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
Saturday Synge Farmer Charch Greswell 





. . - 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 12 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuitep tm CHancsry. 

Avetixy & Crate, Lrp—Creditors are requireé, on or before Juna 17, to serd their 
names and acdresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Benjamin Pearson, 4, Suffulk et, Pall Mall East, liquida:or 

B.U.R.T. Co, Lrp— Petn for winding up, presented May 9, directed to be heard May 

. Hand & Gartside, Manchester, solors to the petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 22 

Cave Rims, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to send their names 
and addresser, with the particulars of their debts or claime, to William Robert Pike, 
{5a, Algiers rd, Lewisham, liquidator 

Bucxiey & Bert, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to send their 
names and sddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Buckley 
& Buckley, The Nook, Greenfield, nr Oldham, Lancaster. Sale & Co, Manchester, 
solors for tha liquidators 

Centra Avusraatian Exrtoration Sywpicatsz, Lrp (ix LigorpatTiom)—Creditors are 
required, on or before June 3, to send in their names and addresses, and the parti- 
culars of their debts or claims, to Oliver E. Yeo, 19, Great Winchester st, liquidator 

J. Francis & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented May 11, directed to be heard 
May 30. Church & Co, Bedford row, for Chappell, Stouroricge, solor for the petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of May 29 

Lospos Sr. Pereaspure Syyp)carz, Lrp- Creditors are required, on or before June 23, 
to send their nemes and addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to 
Edward Rc naldson, 3, Lordon Wall bidgs, Asharst & Co, Tnrogmorton av, solors 
for the hquidator 

Mersga amp Distaiot Gas Co, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented May 6, directed 


to be heard May 23. Helliwell & Co, 231, Strand, for Jubb & Co, Halifax, solors for 


petners. Notice of appearmg must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of May 2 

Pansy Srinninea Co, Lro—Petn for winding up preeented May 9, directed to be heard 
at the Court House, Crawford-st, Wigan, June 13, at 10.45. Mareh & Co, 2, Doctors 


Nook, Leigh, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- | 


named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 12 


Ropixson Bros Sreamenir Co, Lip (ix Votvwrtar¥ Ligvrpatron)—Creditors are | 


required, on or before June 22, to rend in their names and addres:es, and ; articulars 


of their debts or claims, to Matthew Harrison, 11, Church st, West Hartlepool, 


liqui: ator 

Sracrost, ScarBoroves, Lip—F etn for winding up, presented April 26, directed to be 
heard at the County Court, Albion pl, Leeds, May 22, at 10.30. Birdsall & Cross, 
tcarborough, solors to the petners. Notice of anpearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 1 o'clock in the afvernoon of May 20. 

Siganacks, Lrp.— Creditors are required, on or before Jaly 7, to eend their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Taffs, 54,5; Mary 
Axe. Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton av, solors to the \iquidator 

Wo.vernamrton Empizg Patacrk Co, Lro—°etn for winding up, preeented May 5, 
sirected to be heard May 23. Ward & Co, King et, Cheapride, for Cochrane & Co, 
Birmingham, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 22 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitsp 1m Onancesr. 


Birsixe, Lap—Petn for winding up, presented May 13, directed to be heard May 30, | 


Pritchard & Cr, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity In, solors for petnrs. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later tnan 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 29 
baision Coriseum, Lrp—Petn for winding up, pre-ented May 8, directed to be heard 
at the Guildhall, Bristol, May 26, at 12. Krnest J. White, 12, Miles’s bidgs, Bath, 
solors for tke petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 

6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 25 


| Giese Synpicats, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their 
| names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. L, Waite, 
liquidator 
| Serene: Catvert, L1p—Creditors are required, on or before June 10, to send in the'r 
names and addresses, with particalars of their debts or claims, to John Henry 
Henson, 11, Cloth Hall st, Huddersfield, liquidator 

| J. G Curups & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented May 12, directed t> be heard 

| May 30, Billing & Co, Essex st Strand, for Waldron, Brier.ey Hil!, tolor for the 

| Petners. Notice of appearing murt reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clcck 

| in the afternoon of May 29 

Mancusstse Exectzic THeatexs, Lrp—Petn for windirg up, presented May 13, 
directed to be heard before the Court at Qray st, Manchester, May 26, at 10. Wise 
& Wise, Cross st, Manchester, for White, Holborn Viaduct, soler for the petners. 
Notice of anpearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of May 25 

Mazza Canrarrougat. Gas Synpicate, Lrp (1m Ligurparron) ~ Creditor: are required, on 
or before June 10, to send in their names and addressee, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Oliver E. Yeo, 19, Great Wiachester et, liquida’or 

Osx Finance Synprcate, Lrp (1# Ligurpatiom)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 29, to senu their nemes and addressea, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Leopold Kettridg’, 1, London wall b'dyga, liquidator 

Tax Hv, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented May 11, directed to be heard May 30. 
Harold & Co, Abchurch lane, solors for the petners, “~*ice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afterc: on of May 20 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Guzette,—Faipay, May 13. 


Epenuvunst Sairrine Co, Lrv. 

Oemonn & Co, Lio. 

Trevor Masvuractvuaitne Co, Lp. 

Bocxusy & Bent, Lp. 

Suurra, Faase« & Co, Lov, 

| Noxtaampron anp Distratct Sream Lauxpry Co, Lip. 
Sovuraren C. Syuprcare, Lro. 

Lompon Sr. Peresssure SYaspicate, Lio. 

Lonvow anp Ceyton Tea Co, Lrv. 

Baimecomee Caniner Works, Lip. 

McGraw & Co, Lrp. 

Cave Rims Co, Lro. 

Baisrot Coay Topacco Pire Manvuractcaras, Lrv, 
Mororpianes, Lev. 

Haxxoeats Sxatino Ring Co, Lrp. 

Pramasens Warer Co, Lro. 

Seacsorr Scarsoroven, Lro. 

Roprysow Baoruges Sreameute Co, Lrp. 

CaewrraL AvsrreaLiax Expcogation Synvicats, Lro. 
J. R. Witurame Co Liverroon, Lro 

Averin & Cuate, Liv, 





London Gazette.—Tursoay, M y 16. 


Dow Buatox Co, Ltp. 
| Express Cance Invenrrons, Lrp. 
Groree Dennam & Sons, Lev, 
| Joszra GLover & Co (Livere.ot), Leo. 
| Oak Finance Synptcarte, Lr». 
| Jowess & Norruam, Lio. 
Atconot-Faae Wines Co, Lro. 
| Foster, Percy, & Co. Lp. 
Gueve Syapicate, Lrp. 
G. J, Kenvys & Co, Lro. 
Rossenpate Stanvaxp, Iap, 
Joun Corpsevx & Sons, Lrp. 
Pran Synprcats, Lro. 
| Geary, Watxee & Co. Lrp. 
Mazza Centairvue@at Gas Syxpicate, Lrp. 


| The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Mey 24and July 19.—Messra. Rusawoata & Brows, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
| House, Business Premises, Residences, &c, (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 
| May 24—Messrs. Epwiw Fox, Bovsrietp, Bornerts, & Bappecey, at the Mart, 


| at 2: Freehold Properties, Shops, Builaing Estates, &c. (see advertisement, page ii, 


| May 13). 
May 24.—Meeers. Epwin Evans & Sows, at the Mart, st 2: Hall, Frechold Building 


| Land, Houses, Factories, &c. (-e6 advvertisement, page vy, May 6). 

May 24, June 7 and 14, and July ]1.—Mersre. Dovetas Youre & Co,, at the Mart, 
at 2: Shops, Freeh id a &c., and Freehold Residential Estate (see adver- 
| tisement, e ii, this week). 

, May 1 ane tong Fanepeotuge, Exim, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
| Residential and Building Estat:s, Shop Properties, and Freehold Warehouse Premises 
and Building Sives in Manchester (see advertisement, back page, April 8). 

May 25.—Messra. Siimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Grourd Rents, 
Residences, &c. (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 

May 26.—Messrs. Hopason & Co., at 115, Chancery Lane, at 1: Law Books (see 
| advertisement, page vi, May 13). 
May 29.—Messrs Hawrtons & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Houses and Leasehold Invest- 
| ment (ree advertisement, page 490, May 6). 

May 2¥.— Mr. Guo, C. Luck, at the Mart, at 2: Freeho!d Ground Rents (see adve 
| tisemint, page lil, this week). 
| May 30, Jone 13 and 16, Jaly 4 and 15 —Messrs, Depenuam, Tewsoy, Ricaarpsos, & 
| Co,at the Mart, at 2: Residences, Leasehold Ground Rents, Freehold Pr pervies, 

Residences, Ground Rents, Residential Properties and Freehold Estate (see advertise- 

ment, pages iv and v, this week). , 

May 3, June 12, 27, and July.—Meesra. Harkops, Lip., Freehold Residential 

Estates, Re: idences, &c. (see advertisement, page v, this werk). 

May #1 —Mesers. Humsear & Fut, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Groand Rents (see 

advertisement, page v, this week). 

June 8.—Mr. Joszru Srowxe, at the Mart, at 2: Freebold Land, Residential 
| Estates, Freebold Ground Rents (see adverviseement, page ii, this week). 
| Juce 12.—Messrs. Nortoy, Taist & Giceest, at the fart : Freehold Building Bite, 
| also letting of building Site on Lease (see advertisement, page 1i. this weak). 

June 12.—Mess1s. Duncaw & Kimrron,at the Mart at 2: Freehold Pioperty (see 
| advertisement, page ii, this wee) 
June 13 and 14—Messrs. Epwix Fox, Bousyizip, Buanwatrs, & Bapperey, and Mr. 
Ww. Hovearron, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rente and Freehold Building 
Land (see advertisement, page v, May 13), 

June 15,—Mesers. Evwin Fox, Bovsr1e.p, Buaxerrs, & Bappever, at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Building Bite (see advertisement, back page, May 13). 

June 15.—Messre. Hamrton & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Investment and 
| Mansion (see advertisement, page v, this week), 
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Notices. 
in Chancery. 


or Cram. 


Crodteend 


Under Estates 
Day 
~Farpay, May 12, 
dune 17 


Last 
London Gazette. 


Epwarp, Groat Warley, Eeuex Ind v Ind, Joyce, J Shuter, Birchin In, 


Lombard st 
Kuaw, Eowis, Ki 


Imp, 


lderminater, Worcester June 16 Morton and Another v Shaw and 


Others, Eve, J Bache, West Bromwich 
Tinstswoop, Groxer, Shepperton on Thames, Draper Jane13 Tinniswocd v Oldcorn, 
Eve,J Greenop, Cullum et 
L Gazette.—Torspay, May 16. 


Coxweit, Witte, Southamp'on, Solicitor June 8 Sheppard vy Coxwell, Warrington 
and Parker, JJ Pope, Southampton 

Goxpow, Jaues Kepmonwp Pateick, Brompton rd, C.B. July 
Western Bank, Lid v Gordon, Judge in Chambers, Roc 1 


Jarrutt ers, Quality ct, Chancery In 


168 Lendon and South 
No. 706, Royal Courts 





Hist, Jouw Groraz, Green janes, Wood Green, Turf Commission Agent June 19 
Wilde v Hill, Neville, J Roberts, Basinghal! at 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 12, 
AncHER, SAMUKL Huxny, Folkestone Jane 20 Pritchard & Co, Painters Hal’, Littl 
Trinity In 
BARNES, GkORGE, Hoylake, Cheshire June 24 Woolvott & Co, West Kirby 
HinLay, MARION BRaTRick, Brockenhorst, Hants June 10 Charles, Copthall av 
Boyp, KLIzauetTu, Newcastic upon Tyne June 15 Dickinson & Co, Neweastle upon 
ryne 
Bavcr, ANN. Huncote, Leicester June 12 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
BURTON, HELENA, Kent a Bank, Tarcaster June tv Milne, Kendal 


CATTELL, ELIZANETH, Gloucester rd, Regent’s pk Junel Ii gpen & Armitage, Raymond 


biigs, Gray's inn 


CLARK, WILLIAM THOMAS MARSTON, Twickenham June 17 Sheard & Co, Clement's 
mn 

Cottom, ANNIF, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh May 31 rooker, Colwyn Bay 

COTTERILL, WILLIAM, Sheff 1d, Consulting Actuary Jone 2s Howe & Co, SheMeld 

ELKIN, ANGELA RACHEL, Hereford rd, Paddington June 12 Elkin & Henriques, Salter's 
Hall ct 

GAGGS, HANNAH FURNISS, Whitby, York June30 England & Son, Gool 

GLADISG, TOM, Devonport July 1 GU, Devonport 

GLEN, WILLIAM KipstoNxk, Parkstone, Dorset, Merchant Jure 17 Banks & Macfie, 
Manchester 

GLOVER, WILLIAM, Coppull, lancaster Ju'y 10 Graham & Un worth, Wigan 

Goopny, ArTnen, Croydon June ?4 Paincs & Co, St Helens pl 

GoopK, WILLIAM, Parkburst rd, Holloway June l2 Arnett, John et, Bedford row 

a LIPPER, CAROLINE, Worthing June 13 Verrall & Sons, Worthing 

HARDING, WILLIAM, Guildford, Farme June :0 Dale, Finsbury cit 

HARDY, ANSE KichAnDSoN, West Didstury, Manchester June & Minor A Co, Man 
chester 

HAKDY, MARTHA 1 H, West Didsbury, Man hester June & Minor & Co, Man 
chester 

HARKIFON, HoLnovp, Ualifax, Auctioneer Junel Mocre & Shey) erd, Halifax 

HEASMAN, ALFKED, East Grinstead, Corn Merchant June 17 Pearless & Co, East 
Grint tead 

HOPSFALL, CLARA, Birmingham Jure 20 Huggins, Birmingham 

HUNTER, JOHN Youns, Sneinton, Nottingham, Licensed Victuallers Stccktaker June 9 
Cheeseman, Nottingham 

INGHAM, JAMES, Biadford June5 Farrar & Co, Bradfcrd 

JouNSON, ELWARD Honmack, Hethersett, Nerfok June l= Mills & Reeve, * orwich 

LAVE! NATHANIEL Woop, Lorg Ditton. Surrey, Stained G Manufacture June 10 
Lavere-Smith, King’s Bench walk, Temple 

LE EMING, JouN, Bentham, York June 30 Thompeon & Henthbam Lancaster 

Lona, GRORGR MANHOOD, Witham, Essex June 2s Anning & Co, Cheapside 

LOVELL, ReeEcca, Paniury, Ox'ord June 24 Fairfax & Barfield, Banbury 


MILLNK, GKORGE WILLIAM, West Norwood June 2s Marshall & Pridham, Theobald's 


rd, Gray's inn 


MoNTAGUR, CLARA, Folkestc ne June 19 Latchams & Montague, Pristol 

Moore, ELIZApeTH, Longhirst, Northumberland June 13° Webb. Morpeth 

KELLY, GRoneGs JouN, Bournemouth June 24 Mead & Sons, Jermyn st 

PACKS, SARAH MARTHA, Cumberland pA, Hyde Park July 1 Meredith & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln's inn 

PA, Rev PHILIP, Hove, Suseex Junel0 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

PoWLes, THOMAS YARDLEY, Liverpool June 23 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 

RANDALL, ELIZA, Whitstable, Kent March 3 Mowll & Mowil, Dover 

RANDALL, Josern Surron, Dover June 20 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

RATTEN BURY, JAMES, Handsworth, Lapidary June 24 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 

KAY, CATHERINE, Willoughby rd, Hampstead June 17 Fraser & Woodgat>, Wisbech 

Ropenkts, Joun, Chorlton, Chester June 12 James & Co, Wrexham 


Rovoenton, JAMES Jonny, Kettering,"Northampton June13 Lamb Stringer 
Rey, Gaorce WALKER, Catford, Kent June 15 Morgan, Hastings 
RYAN, Fanny, Croydon June2?4 Bramsden & Childs, Portsmouth 
SELBY, MARY ANN, Abbeydale, Sheffield June 13 Atkinson & Son, Dorcaster 
SHARPE, GEORGE, Liverpool, Commercial Traveller June 20 Cleaver & Co, 
v00l 
SMITH, ALFRED AUGUSTUS, Bournemouth July 8 Bedell & Driver, Manchester 
SuiTH, Groner Henry, Devonport, Builder July 1 Gill, Devonport 
SrENSER, JOHN, Handsworth, Stafford, Tube Manufacturer Jue 30 


Liver- 


Tippetts, Maidk 


In, Queen st . 
SPRINGPIELD, BEATRICE MAUD, Metton, Norfolk June 8 Davies, Norwich 
STARLING, JouN, North Creake, nr Fakenham, Norfolk, Hosier June 20 Brooks, bir- 


mingham 


STEED, Jons, Devonport, Licensed Victualler July 1 Gill, Devonport 


*TRER, SARAH ELRPANOK, Sheffield June lu Webster & Styring, Sheffield 

STEEVENS, CMIRISTINA ADELAIDE Erne, Coleherne ct, South Kensington June 12 
Markby & Co, Coleman s* 

riMM, EvizapeTu, Wyndham pl, Bryanston sq Juve l7 Loxley & Co, Cheapside 


Betsy, Great Grimsby June il3 Barker, Great Grimsby 

JENNETTE, St Leonards on Sea June 30 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 
May 31 Freer & Co, Leicester 

Misterton, Leicester, Farmer June 15 Watson & Son, Lutterworth 


TURNER, 
TURNER, 
VAUGHAN, Mrs MARGARET, Leicester 
Voss, JOSEPH, 


Wank, JOHN WILLIAN, Farsley, York June 10 Simpson & Co, Leeds 
WssTeER, WILLIAM JOHN, Kingston upon Hall Jaly 1 Dent & Scruton, York 
WHITWELL, GEORGE COATES, Eaglescliffe, Durham May 31 Lucas & Co, Varlingto: 
Wippowsos, ALFRED JoHN, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester, Engineer July 
Higham & Co, Manchester 
WiLesMITH, JOHN, Hallow, Worcester, Timber Merchant June 3 Beauchamp & 
Gallaher, Worcester 
Wyatt, Rev HENRY DRAYTON, Aldershot July 1 Foster & Wells, Aldershot 
Loudon Gazette.—TURSDAY, May 16, 
BALDERSTON, SARAH ANN, Norton, Durham June 14 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
LALDWIN, JOHN, Erdington, Warwick June 20 Walker & Meek, Birmingham 
BALFOUR, MARIA ELIZA, Ovington gdns, Chelrea June 30 Norton & Co, Old 
Broad st 
BALL, RicHARD NEWEY, Handsworth, Staffe July 31 Springthorpe & Holcroft, Bir- 


mingham 
BARKER, Ropinson, Shipley, Yorks 
BARNES, WILLIAM GRORGR, Blackheath, 
BASTON, HENRY, Syarkhill, Worcester June30 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
PAYLEY, ®0rntA, Pullar rd, Barnet June 17 Corbin & Co, Bedford row 
RBEADON, FRANCES, Margate June 21 Boys & Maughan, Margate 
BETTY, JOHN QUICK, Saltesh, Corwa)l, Hotel Proprietor June 80 
mouth 
BORMAN, SAMUEL, Redland, Bristol June6é 
CHARLETON, GEORGE BERNEY, Ludl w, Salop 


Wright & Uo, Shipley 
Kent July 1 Rodyk & Co, Aldermanbury 


June 21 


Ginn & Porter, Vly 
Barker, Bristol 


June 16 (lark & Co, Ludlow 


COLBORNE, PROTHESA FISHER, Brailstord rd, Brixton June 17 East & Smith, Birm 
ingham 

CoLLis, MARGARET AGNES, Beaumont, Island of Jersey June 17 Underwood & Co, 
Holles st, Cavendish eq 

CULL, MARY MARTIN, Southampton June 9 Hodding & Jackson, Salisbury 


WILLIAM, Burbage, Wilts June 24 Pain, Marlborough 

, GBor Gr Epwarb, Welwyn, Hertford July 31 Sworder & Longmore Hertford 
EDMUNDS, JOHN, Pontsticell, Breeon May 30 Gardners & Heywood, Abergavenny 
Epwankns, Horack, Norwich, Lime Burner July 6 Havers, Norwich 

PRATHERSTONE, WILLIAM, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh June15 Crabbe, Abergele 
PRETWELL, WILLIAM BuRGIN, Iikestone, Derby May 26 Barker, Iikestone 


CURTIS, 
DERING 


GRAZ, CONSTANCE DES, Wimbledon, Surrey June 21 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inu 
flelds 

Haran, JAMES, Huddersfield, Cloth Finisher May 31 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 

HALES, FREDERICK, S: effield, Horse Dealer June 30 Clegg & Sons, She ffield 

HARDING, JAMES ProckTor, Thornhill rd, Barnsbury Junel6 WJ & E i Tremelien 


tirk beck Bank chmbrs, Holborn. 


HAY, THOMAS, Beckenham, Kent, Solicitor June 26 Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn flelds 
HoLGATR, JOHN, Sawley, York, Farmer June 3) Waddington, Burnley 

Hoover, MARY ANN, Highleadon, Gloucester June 30 Bonner, Gloucester 

JEYFERIES, FRANK, Cardiff, Insurance Agent Juae 10 Ward, Bristol 


Kavyk, GrorGe, Huddersfield, Woollen Spinner May 31 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 


hinc, MARY EMMA, Hargrave pk, Upper Holloway Jane 13 Barber & Son, %t 
Swithin’s In 
LAMB, EDWARD, Bolingbroke gr, WandsworthCommon July 16 WJ& EH Tremel! u 


Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, Holborn 
Look, Lucy HARRIETT, Camberley, Surrey June 13 Barber & Son, St Swithin's In 
Mappison, CAROLINE, Barnsley June 30 Horafield, Barnsley 
MATTHEWS, HENRY, Hove May 31 Cousins & Burbidge, Portsmouth 
MAW, MARY ANN, Wheatley, nr Doncaster, Jane 12 Andrews, Doncaster 
MORGAN, AMELIA, Bracondale, Norwich July 6 Havers, Norwich 
NEWMAN, EpitH AMY, King’s mans, Chelsea Jone 8 ‘Throwgood & Co, Copthall ct 


PAGE, FrepEnIC, Llangollen, Denbigh June 16 James & Co, Wrexham 

PAsskY, ANN, Ladywood, Birmingham Junel2 Beale & Co, Birmingham 

Pieot, HUGH FLAMSTEED, Nottingham, Barristerat Law July 16 Baylis, Cheltenham 
Prorrit, JouN Eowin, Church Stretton, Salop, Grocer J:ne 13 Sprott & Morris 


Shrewsbury 


Rowk, HELEN, St Asaph, Flint June 30 Gair& Koberts, Liverpool 


Rook & Bradley, 


SiUAW, JOHN PATTERSON, Birmingham, Wholesale Stationer June 10 
Birmingham 
SMITH, TitoMas, Skipton, York, Contractor June 2 Brown & Co, Skipton 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARAN 
FUND, LIMITED, 


aa, MOoOoRGatzsz 


SrERsaT, LOnNPonm, 


ESTABLISHED in 1890. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS 





LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to 


|X 


Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction a supervision of the Corporation. 


LICENSING MATTERS. 


x | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting ia Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
on application. 

















nu 


in 














May 20, r9ft. 











Workmen's Compensation. 


Employers Insured against Accidents 
to Clerks, Shop Assistants, Domestic Servants, ard Workpeople. 
Motors and Carriages Insured against Accidental Damage, 


Tne Ricnt Hon. THOMAS F. 


a 
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IMPERIAL ACCIDENT INSURANCE. 6O., 


ESTABLISHED 1878. 
Head Offices: 17, PALL MALL EAST, LONDON, S.W. 


HALSEY, Chairman. 


NON-TARIFLER RATES. 


Horses and Cattle Insured. 
Drivers’ Accidents to the Public and their Property. 
Yeomanry Insurances. 


Death from Accident or Disease. 


OLAIMS PAID, £250,000. 


Prospectuses, post free. 


AGENTS REQUIRED, 





B. s. ESSEX, Manager, 











SPENCER, JoSEPN, Huddersfield May 31 Armitage & Co, I 


STANGER, JaMES, Hythe, Kent, Carpenter June l2 Kingsford & Co, Hythe 


SYKES, SARAH, Church Fenton, York May 31 Armitage & 


TAYLOR, JonN, Birmingham June 30 Duffell, Birmingham 


rHomMPson, ANN LoMAX, Redland, Bristol Junei3 Evans, 
WEBB, CHARLES FRERE, Cley next Sea, Norfolk, MD June 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frmar, May 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axpenrson, H W, Christchurch rd, Brixton hill High Court 
Pet April lt Ord May 9 
Asaweit, Antuur T, Queen Anne's gate, Westminster, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Mar17 Ord May 9 
Bansert, ALnert K, Middlesbrough, Tebacco Dealer Mid- 
clesbrough Pet May6 Ord May 8 
Barrsoy, BG, Old Queen st, Westminster, Architect High 
Court Pet April 13 Ord May 9 
Brake, E W, 8t Petersburg Hotel, Londen, Jourralist 
High Court Pet Mar9 Ord May 9 
Bvovrar, Cuanr.es, Hiléyard 1rd, West Brompton, Credit 
Draper High Ccu:t Pet April 10 Ord May x 
Cartmakk, Jousx Dewnis, West Bromwch, Electrical 
Engineer Wert Bromwich Pet May 8 Ord May 8 
Coorrr, Epwarp Wir.iam, Tadema 1rd, Chelsea, Estate 
Agent High Court Pet Apil4 Ord May 9 
Crappock, Harniet, Brierley Hill, Stafford Stourbridge 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Daykixs, Samvuet, Nottingham; Lace 
Nottingham Pet May8 O:d May 8 
Daarer, Amprose Jonx, Nottingham, Giccer Nottingham 
Pet May 8 Ord May 8 
Evans, Evays, Penrhyndeudraeth, Merioneth, Miner 
Portmadoc Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Gaes, Cuantes Emit, Lorg In, Peuthwark, Baker High 
Court Pet May 8 Ord May 8 
Giover, Eayxest Cuarves, Matlock, Derby Derby Tet 
May 9 Ord May 9 F 7 
Heats, Epwarp Ferpericx, Great Yarmou h, Clrk 
Great Yarmouth Pet Mey 10 Ord May 10 
Hickmssornam, Wit11aM Lx Lixvar, Southampton, Board- 
us House Proprietor Southampton Pet Mays (rd 
ay 8 
Joxvs, Joun Davins, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Outfitter 
Bangor Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Joxrs, Wittiam, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Painter 
_ Portmadoe Pet May9 Ord May 9 
K %, comm, Warrington, Warrington Pet April 21 Ord 
_ May 
Kwapp, Tuomas, Coventry, Plumber Coventry Pet May 8 
Ord May 8 
Lowas, Marcaret Donotny, Matfield, Kent Tunt ridge 
Wells Pet May8 Ord May 8 
Prance, Eowis James, Leicester Leicester Pet April 24 
Ord May 8 
Pit, Ronert James, Hove, Sussex, Painter 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Porter, Jonxn Gronce and Jouxn Wiiuam Conters, 
Shettield, Electro-plate Manufacturers She field 
Pet May 8 Ord May 8. 
Tyse, Henry Onanizs, Southampton Houre, Holborn 
Printer High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord May 1 
Ricnanps, Axntnosy Rayyeu. Tuari rary, Shirley, South 
aay Underwriter High Court Pet April 21 Ord 
ay 10 
Rivtgy, Cuagies, Claremont rd, Cricklewood, Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet April13 Ord May 10 
Roneats, Davip Jonx, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Electrical Driver Portmadoc Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Euaw, Atnert Epwarp, Manchester, Packer's Manager 
Manchester Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
SHEWett, Groror pe Cavrpoux, Rochester, Kent, 
_ Haulage Contractor Rochester Pet May 9 Ord May ¥ 
Bixcrarrm, Aveustixe Witi1am, South Petherton, Somerset, 
_ Medical Practitioner Yeovil Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
STeatey, Josera, Gatley, Cheshire, Sanitary Plumber 
_ Stockport Pet April 26 Ord May 8 
Watt, Josern, Consett, Durham, Labourer Newcestle 
_ upon Tyne Pet May 5 Ord May 5 
Wp, Joux Wits, btalybridge, Chester Cotton Mill 
Operative Ashtcn under Lyne Pet May 8 Ord 


Manufacturer 


Biighton 


ay. 8) 
Wusoy, A E,"Chiswick,|Commercial Traveller Liverpool 
Pet April # Ord May 9 


luddersfield 
Howse, Arunde!] st 


Co, Hudderstield 


Bristol 


12 Kingdon, Basingstoke Woop, WILLIAM ALLIoTT, Marple, Chester June 20 








Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 28: 


Pervar, Wituiam, Sydenbam, Kent, Butcher Greenwic® 


Pet April 3 Ord April 25 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED 
Nosr, Hon Renert Eouuxp Tuomas More, Hounslow 
Brentford Pet Jan 26 Rec Ord Mar 3 Kese April 
27 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 


Cann, Grratp Witpow, Rayleigh, Eesex Chelmesfor! Rec 
Ord April 27,1903 Adjud Apr! 27, 1903 Rese and 
Annul April 24, 1011 

FIRS! MEETINGS 


Axpersoy, H W, Christchurch rd, Brixton hill May 23 
at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Arriery, Tuomas Percy, Newport, Mon, Brickworks 
May 20 at il Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport 
Mon 

Asnweit, Antuur T, Queen Apne’s gate, Westmin ter, 
Solicitor May 23 at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Barreox, BG, Old Queen st, Westminster, Architect May 
22at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Corey # 

Braker, E W, 8t Petersburg Hotel, Journalist May 22 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldge, Carey et 

Bucirar, Cnanrer, Hildyard 14, West Brompton, Credit 
Draper May 22atl1 Pankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 

Cooper, Epwasp Winiiam, Tadema 1d, Chelsea, Estate 
Agent May 23 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crapvock, Haraiezt, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Grocer May 25 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

Ernorave, Ext, Busbey, Herts, Beker May 22 at 12 
14, Bedford row 

Evraut, Josern, Oxford, Furniture Dealer May 22 at 3 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gass, Caries Emit, Long In, Southwark, Baker May 25 
ati2 Bankruptcy chmbre, Carey st 

Hawkaiper, A, Tockwith, nr York May 2 at 11 Off 
Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Hicxispotaam, Wititam Le Lirvar, Southampton, Board 
ing Houre Proprietor May 22 at 11 Off Kec, Midland 
Pank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Iickmo1t, Epwiy, Bevenoaka, Kent, Draper May 22 at 12 
Off Rec, Bankruptcy bidgs (Koom 5%), Carey st 

Keruixe, Arrnur, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Puilder Ma) 
22 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Kerriewst.t, Cnar.as, Great Coates, Lincs, Farmer May 
20at11 Off Rec, &t Mary's chmbrs, Great Giimsby 

Lover, Tuomas Wricut, Mansfield, Fiuiterer May 22 at 
1130 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottinghom 

Lowrs Marcasrt Donorny, Matiicld, Kent, Farmer May 
29 at 11.15 The bridge Hotel, Broadway, Tunbridge 
Wells 

Teance, Epwix James, Leicester May 22 at 12 Off Rec, 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Powrity, Caartes Tuomas, Aberbargoed, Mon, Fruiterer 
May 20 at 12 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
Mon 

Pyxe, Hrxny Cuartes, Southampton House, Holborn, 
Printer May 24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Raxpy, James Wituiam, Rotherham, Chip Potato Vendor 
May 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Rickarps, Axtnony Reyxet Turerrart, Shirley, South 
hamton, Underwriter May 24at1 Bankruptey bidgs, 
Carey st 

Ricuaaps, W G, Yoysddu, nr Newport, Mon, Boot Dealer 
May 20 at 11,80 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 


Mon 

Rivtzy, Cuarces, Claremont rd, Crick’ewood, Manu- 
facturer May 24 st 12 Benkruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Senpy, Ricnarp Picxsexa, Lenton, Nottingham, Beer 
Finings Manufacturer May 22 at Off Rec, 4, Castle 
pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Snorsocx, Jony Isuzawoov, Carmarthen, Surgeon Dentist 
May 20 at 11.80 Off Kec, 4, Queen «t, Carmarther 


WELLS, ELIZABETH, High st, Hampton Wick, Middlesex June 12 


WHEATLEY, JOSEPAH. Earlsdown, Dallington, Suseex June 13 
WILLIAMS, SARAH, Goldsithney, Cornwall June 7 Bennetts, Penzance 
Woop, CLARA FINETTA, Harley st June 21 Preston, Coleman st 


Fawseett, Howard 


£ waun, Heathfleld, Sussex 


Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 


Joun Simpson, Stonewell, Lancaster, Genera 


SixGiaroy 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


Dealer’ May 22 at 3 
chester 

Surrn, Hervert, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Plumber May 
22 at 2.90 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Srackmay, Francis Eowarp, Lambourn, Berks, Farmer 
May 28 at 3 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 

Surory, Conyers, and Argtuva Svacey, Birmingham, 
Coal Merchants May 22at 11.80 Ruskin chmbre, 191, 
Corporation st, Birmugham 

Tantinc, Feepenick, Southend on Fea, Greengrocer May 
24 at 12 14, Bedford 10w 

Tints, Arnawoutp Water, Bournemouth May 22 at 12.50 
Off Ree, Midlend Bank chmbrs, High et, Southamp- 
ton 

Trormay, Wituram Roneant, Newbury May 20 at 12 1, 
St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Watt, Josera, Consett, Durham, Labourer May 20 at 11 
Ot! Ree, 30, Mosley +t, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Wasp, Many, High Green, nr Shiffield May 24 at 10.00 
Otf Ree, 7, Regent st, Barnaley 

Witp, Jous Witttram, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Cotton Mill 
Operative May 20at11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches- 
ter 

Wixpen, Jonx, Park Gatenr Rotherham, Carting Contrac- 
tor May 25 at 12 Off Ree, Figtree In, Bheffield 

Wor ,Exxest Samer, Gorleston, Norfolk, Builder Muy 
20at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

AnuesrnosG Jxese, Rugby, Tailor Coventry Tet April 21 
Ord May 8 

Bansarr, Ategexr E, Middlesbrough, Tobaceo Dealer 
~Middlesborough Pet May6 Ord May 10 

BroLrar, CHaRrirs, Hildyard rd, Weet Brompton, Credit 
Draper High Court Pet April10 Ord May 10 

Casimarx, Jonu~ Dewyis, West Bromwich, Electrical 
Engineer West Bromwich Pet May 8 Ord May 8 

Caappock, Harsirt, Brierley Hill, Stafford Stourbridge 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Crerp, Axntxe Exiza, Weston super Mare Bridgwater 
Pet April 21 Ojyd May 10 

Doyxiy, Samuuen, Nottinghem, Lace Manufacturer Nott- 
ingham Pet Mays& Ord May 8 

Drarer, Amnnose Joux, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham 
Vet May 8 Ord May 8 

Evans, Evan, Penrhyndeudraeth, Merioneth, Miner Port 
madoc Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Gass, Cuantes Emit, Long In, Southwark, Baker High 
Court Pet May 8 Od May 8 

Grover, Faxser Cuantes, Matlock, Derby Derby  l'et 
May? Ord May 9 


Hic xixpormam, Wietsam Le Rapwan, Goutheaneten, Board 
ing House Proprietor Southampton Pet May 8 Oid 
May 8 

Miexmort, Epwix, Sevenoaks, Keat, Draper Tunbridge 


Well Pet April 20 Ord May 8 

Jones, Jon» Davies, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Outfitter 
Bangor Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Jones, Witttam, Bleanau Festinicg, Merionetl, Painter 
Poitmadoc Pet May Ord May 9 

Krewixo, Anraur, Sutton in Ashfield, Builder Nottingham 
Pet Mar 27 Ord May 10 

Kwarr, Tuomas, Coventry, Plumber Coventry Pet May 6 
Ord May 8 

Lowrs, Maroarret Dorotnr, Matfield, Kent Tunbridge 
Wells Pet May8 Ord May 8 

Mites, Ansanam, Mile End rd High Court Pet 
April 27. Ord May 9 

Prance, Eopwix Jaurs, Leicester Leicester Pet April 24 
Ord May 10 

Porren, Joun GrorGr, ard Jonx Witiiam Coarsen 
Sheffield, Electroplate Manufacturers Sheffield Pet 
May & Ord May 8 

Rorxsts, Davin Joux, Blaenau Featiniog, Merioneth 

lectrical Driver Vortmadoc Pet May 9 Ord May? 

Suaw, A.ornt Bowanp, Manchester nchester Pet 

May9 Ord May 10 
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Sixcrain, Avovatine Witttam, South Petherton, Sc merset, 
Medical Practioner Yeoeil Pet May6 Ord May 6 
Wacken, Heway Faaxcis Movtyy, Hound, Southampton 
Southampton Pet April7 Ord May 10 
Wat, Josern, Consett, Durham, Labourer 
upon Type Pet May5 Ord May 5 
Wito, Jons Wriittam, Stalybridge, Chester, Cotton Mill 
Operative Ashton under I Pet May 8 Ord May 8 


London G TUESDAY, May 16 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


BENNETT, Pency, Pe 
Pet May © Ord May 10 
BERGSMA, PRTRUS Al KIANI 
Exeter Pet April 24 Ord May 11 
BRADSHAW, WILLIAM James, Chalfont St Peters, 
Builder Aylesbury Pet May Ord May 11 
BRATTON, HEKBERT EDWA! Gravesend, Kent, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer hester Pet May 13 Ord 
May lz 
CARMICHAEL PEeTR 
Motor Er gineer 
CHILDE RICHARD, 
Fhefield Pet Ma 
NEL, EDWARD, 
Court Pet May 
Dent, Evwin James 
Lyon Pet May 13 
ENDERBY, Freep, Gayt 
Grimsby Pet April 
FERNIE, KALPH, Ci 
May 1" 
FREWER, SiIpNEY, Bury St Edmunds, Coal Merchant 
St Edmunds Pet May iz Ord May iz 
GIMBLET’, EDMUND CosLetTT, Fairmead 
liigh Court Pet April 19 Ord May i2 
GRAVENOR, MARY ANN, Tredey Mon, Baker 
t May 1s Ord May 13 
BE, kKviTu Mary, Malt 
May 13 Ord May 13 
Hiypk, JAMEs, Ale 


Newcastle 


ne 
tt 
narth Mer hant 


Ship Store 


Cardiff 


8, St Mary Church, Devon 


Bucks, 


Ke 


MAURICE 
Brighton 


STEWART, 
Pet Mar 12 
Sheffield, Drug Stores 

11 Ord May ll 
Edgware rd, ¢ 
urd May 12 
New Hunstanton 
Ord May 13 
nile Marsh, Lincs, Farmer 
Ord May 10 
Norwich Pet 


Brighton 
(rd May 1zZ 
Propti. tor 
Cor Merchant 


High 
Norfolk King's 
Great 


ymer Ord 


April 25 
Bury 


rd, Holloway 


ar, Tredegar 


Pe 
Homul m, Yorks Scarborough Pet 
regate st, Trimming Manufa turer 
High Court Vet May Il Ord May ll 
LEONARD, EVAN, Aberayron Cardigan, tLaulier 
wyth Pet May 18 Ord May 13 
RAYSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Leicester, 
Pet Mey iz Ord May lz 
REVELL, JAMES HenweEKT, 
Cheltenham Pet May 11 
RipeR, THOMAS SOUTHWORTH 
fitter Pet May ll 
WILLIAMS, GRORGE, 


Banbury Pet Mar 25 Ord May 
FIRST MEETINGS 


BARNETT, ALBERT E, Middlesbor 
Dealer May 2 at 11.30 
Albert rd, Middlesbor ough 

BATTEN, ROBERT EDWIN, Lianrwat 
$+ Swan Lun, Lianrwst 

CARLMARK, JOHN DENNIS, West 
Engineer May “ t 13 
Corporation at, Birmingham 

CHANTRAY, ALFRED, and WILLIAM 

Bux Outtitters May 26 at Il 

at, Sivock port 

NEL, EDWARD, Edgware rd, Cigar Merchant 

atl Bankruptey bidgs,Carey st 

DAYKIN, SAMUEL, Nottingham, Lave Manufacturer 

sat i220 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st 

DRAPER, AMBROSK JOHN, Nottingham, Grocer May 24 
atiz Off Kec, 4, Castle , Park st, Nottingham 

GIMBLETT, EDMUND CosSLETT, Fairmead rd, Holioway 
May 24 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey +t 

livom, James, Aldersgate +t, Trimming Manu!acturer 
May “is atil Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 

Jones, RICHARD, Moelfre, Anglesey, Grocer 
il Cry pt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Cheater 

KAY, JOHN, Warrangton May 2iat3.sv Off Re 
st, Mauchester 

KNArr, THOMAS, Coven'ry 
Ree, 8, High st, Coventry 

LUPTON, JAMES, W rexhan 
The Priory, Wrexham 

Pitt, Ropent JAMES, Hove, Builder 
Kec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

Porter, J HN GeORGK, and JOHN WILLIAM ¢ 
she Meld, Electro Plate Manufactuieis May 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

RaYyson, JOUN WILLIAM, Leicester, 
Ulf Kec, 1, Berridge «t, Lkicester 

{Ral ORGE NAPike, Sunderland, Lhonmonger 
atz Off Kec 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

SHAW, ALBERT EDWARD, Glaze brook, Lancs 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

BHEWELL, GROKGE DE CaxkpvouXx, Rochester, Kent, Haulage 
Contractor May? at3.15 115, High st, Rocnester 

BINCLAIR, AUGUSTINE WILLIAM, South Petherton, Somerset, 
Medical Practitioner May 2 at 1 Off Rec, City 
chmbrsa, Catherine st, Salisbury 

STEALEY, JOSEPH, Gatley, Chisire, 
May 26 atll.so Off nec, 6, Verne n et Stock port 

SWAINK, THOMAS PAGE, Br. adstairs, Kent, Photogra; her 
May 24at 10.80 Off Rec 68A, Castile +t, Casterbury 

PAPSON, ALEXANDER MALCOLM, Caruiff, Solicitor May 24 
ati2 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

THOMAS, THOMAS, Porth, Glam, Insurance Agent May 27 
atil Off Rec, 5t Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherme’s 
St, Pontypridd. 


Aberyst 


Tailor Leicester 
veltenham, Llotel Ke per 
Ord May 11 

Ormeahkirk 


Lancaster, Out 


friam 


ugh, Wholesale Tobacc: 
«(ff Rec, Court chmbrs 
Innkeeper May 26 at 
Eliectrival 
chmbrsa, i0! 


Fromwich, 
Ruskin 


HENRY CHANTREY 
on, Off Res, 6, Vernon 


COR May 26 
May 
Nottingham 


May 26 at 
w 
Byrom 
Plumber May 24 


tll Of 


Undertaker May 26 


May 24 at lz Off 
RTEEN 
ti atlz 
Tailor May 24 at 3 
May 24 
Ww 
May 


24 at 3 


Sanitary Plumber 


ADJU DICATIONS 


BENNETT, PERCY, Penarth, Glam, Ship Store 
Cardiff? Pet May lv Ord May 10 

BRATTON, HERBERT EDWAKD, Gravesend, Kent, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer Kochester Pet May 13 Ord 
May 18 

CHILDE, RIcHARD, Shef@eld, Drug Store Proprietor Shef- 
field Pet May il Ord May ll 

DENT, EDWIN JaMES, New Hunstanton, Norfolk Kicg’s 
Lynn Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


Merchant 





ENDERBY, FRED, Gayton le Marsh, Lincs, Farmer Great | 
Giimsby Pet April 27 Ord May 12 

ForbD, SYDNEY Hereert, Alsager, Farmer Maccle- field | 
Pet Mar 28 Ord May 13 

FoRSTER, MONICA, Bournemouth Pet Mar i4 
May | 

FREWER, SIDNEY, Bury St Edmunds Coal Merchant 
St Edmunes Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

GRAVENOR, MARY ANN, Tredegar, Mon, Baker 
Pet May 18 Ord Mey 13 

HuMeLe Epirh Mary, Malton. Yorks, Draper 

Vet Msy 1% Ord May 13 

‘RD, CHARLES, Abergavenny, Mon, Cycle Dealer 

Tredegar Pet Aprill Ord May 11 } 

Joun, Wariington Warrington Pet April 21 Ord 

May 1s 

LEONARD, EVAN Aberayron, Card gan, 
Alerystwith Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

LEVY, JOSerpH, Man-tone rd, Cricklewood, 
Court Pet Mar Ord May 12 

PALMER, Pevcy HAROLD, Bishopsgate st, Merchont 
Cowrt Pet Mar6 Ord May 10 

Pitt, RowertT JAMts, Hove, 
Pet May lv) Od Mayvill 

RAYSON JOHN WILLIAM, Leicester, Tailor 
May 12% Ord May 12 

RIDER, THOMAS SOUTHWORTH, Ormekirk, Outfitter 
pool Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

RIDLEY, CHARLES, Clatemont rd, 
Court Pet Apr) 13 Ord May 11 

SPACKMAN, FRANCIS EDWARD, lambourn 
Newbury Pet Mar 28 Ord May 11 

WILLIAMS, Joun, Ventoor, Tof W, Ir onmonger 
Pet April 5 Ord May 10 


Poole Oid 


Bary | 
| 


l'redegar 


Sear 


KAY 
Haulier 


Hosier High 


High | 


Sus ex, Builder 


srighton 
Leicester Pet 
Liver- 


Cricklewood High 


Berks, Farmer 


Newport 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 25: 
WiILson, JOHN WILLIAM HENTERSON, Brewster gdrs, 
North EB ensington. Butchers Supplies Merchant High 
Court Pet Mar Ord April 21 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Otley, York 
Aojud Oct 


KENNETT, THOMAS 
cle Engineer 
y 12, 1911 


FRANCOIS, 
Leeds 


Motor and | 
1905 Annul | 


| The LEGAL 


INSURANCE CO., LTD. 


HEAD OFFICE : 
231-232, STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 


TRUSTEES: 
Mr. Justice Channell. 
Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane. 
Alfred E. Gathorne-Hardy. 


J. FIELD BEALE, Solicitor. 
CAPITAL: 








Th: Hon. 
The Hon. 
The Hon. 


Chairman 


Authorised - 
Subscribed 
Paid up 


FIRE: 
ACCIDENT : 
PROFITS : 


£1,000,000 
500,000 
100,000 

The Perfect System of Fire 


Insurance — Special Profit- | 
Sharing Policy. 

All Branches of Accident 
Insurance and General Con- | 
tingency. 
Loss of Net Profit and 
Standing Charges due to the | 
interruption of Business by 
Fire or Boiler Explosion. 





HENRY M. LOW, General Manager 
Applications for Agencies are specially 
invited from Members of the Legal 


Profession. 


LONDON CUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY (LIMITED). 


The Cc mpany’s Bonds are Accepted by the High Court a® 
SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and AD- 
MINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where security 
is ordered to be given, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the Scotch 


Courta, &c., &c. 

Claims Paid Exceed - £2,375,000. 
Workmen’s Compensation ard Third Party 
including Drivers’ Risks, 

Fire, 

Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurance. 

HEAD OFFICE :—42-45, New Broad Street, E.C- 
West End Office; No, 61, St. James's Street, 5.W. 





Qcorsas E wba LIFE ASSUR- 


no SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1831. 
Hap Orrice—2, St. Anprew-square, Epiwevner. 
Mawaoer axp Actuany—Gronor M. Low. 
Szcrxetany—J. J. McLavcaiay. 


ACCUMULATED FUNDS 25,725,700. 


The Society transacts every description of Lire Insurance 
Rustwess, and is conducted on the Mutvat principle whereby 
the Wao.e Prorirs belong to the A . 

InsvRANCRS aGainst Issur are effected at Moderate rates 


of premium, 
REVERSIONS. 

The attention of Soricrrons and others is directed to this 
Society’s improved method of dealing with Roveretone. 
[ts leading feature is that a power of repurchase (whet - 
the tenant for life be alive or dead) is reserved to Gs 
Reversioner for a fixed term of years. Before the expiry 0 
such term the Society is open to arrange for its —— 
on payment of a sum to be agreed upon. Full particula)s 
may be obtained on application. 


on 


Loans are granted on LIFE INTERESTS. 


LONDON OFFICE—19, KING WILLIAM 8T., E.C. 
London Secretary—P. W. Purves. 
Telephone No. 492 Bank. Telegrams, “‘ Life,’’ Iondon. 


ALLIANCE 


ASSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
HEAD OFFICE: Barthclomew Lane, London, E.C. 








Accumulated Funds exceed 218,000,000. 


CHAIRMAN: 
Right Hon. LORD ROTHSCHILD, G.C.V.0. 


THE OPERATIONS OF THE COMPANY EMBRACE 
ALL ERANCHES OF INSURANCE, 





DEATH DUTIES,—Syecial forms of Policies have beet 
} repared by the Company providing for the payment of 
Death Duties, thus avoiding the necessity of disturlin g 
investments at a time when it may be difficult to 
realise without loss. 

INCOME TAX.—Under the provisions of the Act, 
Income Tax is not payable on that portion of the 
Assured’s income which is devoted to the payment of 
annual premiums on an assurance on his life, or on the 
life of his wife. Having regard to the amount of the 
Tax, this abaten.ent (which is limited to one-sixth of 
the Assured’s income) is an important advantage to 
Life Policyholders. 

Full particulars of all classes of Insurance, togetter with 
Proposal Forms and Statement of Accounts, may be had on 
application to any of the Company's Offices or Agents, 

Applications for Agencies invited. 
ROBERT LEWIS, General Manager. 


LIVERPOOL REVERSIONARY 
COMPANY, LIMITED, 


51, NORTH JOHN STREET, LIVERPOOL. 
ESTABLISHED 1878. CAPITAL £200,000. 


Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or 

Funded Property or other Securities, Annuities 

and Life Policies PURCHASED and LOANS 
granted thereon. 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalised 
in special cases. 


Ww. H. COCHRAN, F.C.A., Secretary. 








“LAW NOTES” LENDING LIBRARY 
for PRACTITIONERS and sTUDEN 15. 
Country subscribers can have books sent by Parcel Post 

For intormation 
THE LIBRARIAN, “ Law Notes” Library, 
25 aad 26, Chaucery-lane, London, w.c. 

















